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Preface to the Second Edition 


The first edition of this book was published in 1897 and was 

8001 out of print; Annambhatta’s work having been appointed a 
text-book for examinations by Bombay and other Universities, 
there was a great demand for a second edition, but various reasons 
intecrupted the work of revision. It was at first intended to omit 
the Nyaya-Bodhini which had nothing special about it, and inseret 
in its place Tarka-Dipika-Prakaia of Nilakantha and also a few 
useful extracts from other commentaries by way of footnotes; but 
as the plan would have increased the bulk of the volume it was 
abandoned and the text of the first edition was retained, Three 
additional copies, marked Q, U and W, were available for consul- 
tation and the necessary corrections and additions suggested by ` 
them have been made in the text, more particularly in the Nyaya- 
Bodhins. Copies U and W- especially afforded considerable help 
in settling many doubtful passages of the commentary, and many 
of their variants have been adopted in this edition. The new 
‘commentaries published in W were also useful in clearing ambi-. 
guities in the text of the Sathgraha and the Dipika, and the text 
may now therefore-be said to be finally settled for all practical 
purposes, ] 

The most important addition to the Notes was a literal transla- 
tion of the text of the Sazgraha, printed in italics at the top of 
each section, which will be found useful to students, Ambiguities 
and mistakes left in the hurry of the first edition have now been 
removed as far as possible, and many passages in the Notes have 
‘been re-written for the purpose. Some paragraphs had to be re- 
numbered and some sections have been rearranged. The portion 
of the preface in the first edition dealing with the author has been 
placed after the Introduction, and another portion dealing with 
Mss, collated for the text has been transferred to the end as 
Appendix C. The Index at the end is a new feature added in 
this edition. 

The Introduction required very few alterations, Where new 
facts have been brought out by later researches additional foot- 
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notes have been inserted at the proper places. The discovery of 
unknown Jain and Buddhistic literature in India as well as 
in Tibet and China by-the researches of distinguished scholars 
like Dr. Sarat Chandra Das and Mahamahopidhyaya Satish 
‘Chandra Vidyabhushana is likely to throw new light on--many 
dark spots in the history of ‘Indian philosophy, and many of our 
current notions are also likely to be altered. All:-speculations on 
this subject must therefore be accepted: as. only provisional - at 
present. It would. be a very interesting and instructive study .to 
trace the gradual development of many philosophical problems, 
such as the atomic theory, the identity. of cause and effect, the 
Nyaya syllogism, and the notion of Abhàva. But until fuller 
‘materials are available, it will be worse than useless to indulge in 
idle guesses. It is now fully recognized that Indian philosophical 
‘aystems- “are not the -creations if ‘individual promulgators, ‘but 
organic growths from out of various currents of thoughts germi- 
nating through’ ages and collected in the Braéhmanas,-the Arany2- 
kas. and: the more ancient Smrtis and Puranas, A critical and 
comparative study of these philosophies will assuredly reyeal the 
lines of this growth as well as its reaction on the religious develop- 
iment of the Hindus. It is to be hoped that Indian scholars will 
devote. greater attention to the study of this aspect of Indian 
Philosophy. : 


Bombay कै aaa ~ 
30७ September 1918 | ` M. R.BODAS 


Second Edition (Third Impression ) 


This is a third reprint of the Second Edition, with the acum 
SSary corrections, M. d 3 t P 
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January 14, in } DH 


Extract from the Preface to the First Edition 


( Dated March 1897 ) 


७९००००००००५००००५७०००७७०७७०००४५७७७०७७०७७०७०७७७००७०७०७५७०००७७७०७०७ 


me-esecscícíue0d0.46Q040.009097959ec605809049000999998990990999000099 


A few words as regards the explanatory and critical notes 
appended to this edition will suffice. The chief aim in writing 
these annotations was to make them as exhaustive as the limited 
scope of a book mainly intended for students would permit.. The 
notes will not appear disproportionate to the. text, if the difficulty 
of the subject as well as the want of a proper guide to these syste- 
ms are taken into account. The notes are designed to give the 
student a tolerably complete and accurate idea of the Nyaya and 
Vaisesika systems as a whole; and hence many topics, although 
omitted or only cursorily glanced at in Anmnambhafía's work, have 
been discussed in the notes, because they form essential ingredi- 
ents of the systems. Manuals like the Zarka-Samgraha and the 
Dipikà are to be studied only as stepping stones to the knowledge 
of a great and intricate science; and the notes have been. written 
with a view to facilitate the further progress of the student .as 
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gika literature from the age of the Sutras up to the latest period 
A historical sketch like this is sure to give the students a better 
notion of these systems than any amount of study of isolated works, 
The attempt is of course only tentative, but it at least opens a vast 
field for enquiry which may be profitably pursued in future. It 
was at first intended to discuss some of the more important doct- 
rines of Wydya and Vaiésesika systems in the Introduction, especi- 
ally with reference to their evolution and bearing, on the general 
course of thought in India, The task, however, was found to be 
too vast for such a work as the present and the plan’ had to be 
abandoned for want of space: but a few hints of the kind will be 
found in the notes in their proper places. 
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It will ñot be proper to conclude this preface without briefly 
explaining the circumstances under which this work is published. 
The present edition of Zarka-Samgraha with commentaries and 
notes was undertaken by the late Mr, Y. V. Athalye more than 
twelve years ago and it was an ambition of his life to devote all 
his leisure time to the writing of the notes so as to make them 
really exhaustive and useful, not only to students in Indian 
Colleges, but also to advanced scholars, He saw that in. order to 
popularise the study of Nyaya it was necessary to clear the many 
disputed-points that beset the path’ of a conscientious student and 
to place the cardinal doctrines of the Nyaya-Vaisegika philosophy 
in their true light. No man was better fitted for such a work than 
Mr. Athalye, whose profound scholarship: and legal acumen enabled 
him at once to unravel the intricacies of the Wyéya logic, Pressure 
of official and other business, however, hardly left him any time to 
complete a task upon which he had set his heart; The work had 
to be constantly put aside, and consequently much labour and time 
were wasted in these interruptions; while latterly ill health made 


him more and more unable to bear the ‘strain of a continuous 


effort. In spite of these difficulties he hoped to bring out this 
edition at an early date, and would have done so had not prema- 
ture and almost sudden death carried him off at a time when he 
was most wanted. He had, however, left ample material behind 
him, which required only a final revision and arrangement to 
` make the book acceptable to the public; and so it was resolved to 
publish it as a posthumous work...........:... S 
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INTRODUCTION 


A Historical Survey of Indian Logic. 


“THE foundation of logic as a Science”, says Ueberweg, “is a 
.work of the Greek mind, which, equally removed from the hard- 
ness of the Northern and the softness of the Oriental, harmoniously 
united power and impressibility."? The supple mind of the 
Oriental is said to be wanting in the mental grip and measure 
required for strictly scientific thinking. Ueberweg, when he laid 
down the above proposition, was not wholly ignorant of the existe- 
nce of Nyaya philosophy, but his knowledge of it seems to have 
‘been very meagre. Had he known some of the standard works of 
Nyaya and Vaiéesika systems, he would not have passed such a 
sweeping remark about the incapacity of the Oriental mind to 
develop a rigorous science like Logic. The same ignorance has led 
many eminent writers to belittle Indian philosophies in general or, 
where striking coincidences are discovered between Greek and 
Indian speculations, to assume a Grecian importation of philoso- 
phical ideas into India at some ancient time. Thus Niebuhr 
unhesitatingly asserts that the close similarity between Indian and 
Greek philosophies cannot be explained “except by the intercourse 
which the Indians had with the Grweco-Macedonio kings of 
Bactria. “2 On the other hand, there are writers like Gorres who as 
positively declare that the Greeks borrowed their first elements of 
philosophy from the Hindus. Max Müller is probably nearer the 
truth in saying that both Greek and Indian philosophies were 
autochthonic, and that neither of the two nations borrowed their 
thoughts from the other* As the human mind is alike every- 
„where, it is quite possible that philosophers in both India and 


— Greece unconsciously adopted the same mode of reasoning and ar- 








1 This paper was read by me at a meeting of the Bombay Branch of 
the Royal Asiatic Society on the 24th September 1896 and is published in 
the Journal of the B. B. R. A. Society, Vol. XIX, p. 306. 

2 Dr. F. Ueberweg, System of Logic, p. 19. . 

9 Thomson’s Laws of Thought, Appendix, p. 285. 

4 Thomson’s Laws of Thought, Appendix, p. 285, 
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rived at similar results quite independently. A closer study of 
Indian philosophical literature is already producing a conviction 
among European scholars that it is tolerably indigenous and self- 
consistent, and that it does not need the supposition of a foreign 
influence to explain any portion of it, It should also be noticed that 
notwithstanding many coincidences between the Indian and the 
Grecian currents of philosophical thought there are several features 
in each so peculiar as to make any intercommunion between them 
‘highly improbable, The fact, for instance, that Indian Logic re- 
"tained a close similarity to Pre-Aristotelian Dialectics up to a very 
late time is a legitimate ground for believing that the influence of 
Aristotle's works was never felt in India, Besides; as a history of 
Indian philosophy is still unwritten, and will probably remain so 
for years to come, it is advisable for every student to keep an open 
mind on the subject, Preconceived theories, however ingenious or 
"plausible, are more likely to mislead than help such investigations. 
-We shall therefore assume, until the contrary is indubitably 
‘proved, that Indian philosophy, including Indian logic, is a home- 
grown product, created by the natural genius of the people and 
capable of historical treatment. 

- That it is possible to write a history of the Wyaya and Vaisesika 
philosophies will be readily admitted; but a history of philosophy, 
such.as it ought to be, presupposes a good many things, which may 
not find universal acceptance. It assumes, for instance, that the 
Indian systems of philosophy were gradually evolved out of a few 
broad principles by a succession of writers and under particular 
circumstances, The idea that philosophical speculations in India 
"were the spontaneous brain-creations of a few mystic Brahmans, 
dreaming high thoughts in lonely forests and totally unaffected by 
‘the ‘passing events of the world, must be discarded once for all. 
There is no reason why philosophy in India should have followed a 
‘different course from what it did in Greece and other civilized có 
untries, Systems of philosophy are as much liable to be influenced 
by past and contemporary events as any other branch of science or 
literature; and Indian philosophy should be no exception to the 
Tule, But the task of writing such a history is beset with innume- 
rable difficulties, The chief of these is absence of any reliable his- 
torical data which might serve us as landmarks in the .ocean of 
Sanskrit literature. Not only are the dates of the principal 
writers and their works unknown, but even the existence of some 
of them as historical personages is doubted, Many of these works, 
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‘again, are not available for reference,” while of those that are prin- 
ted‘ or can be procured in Ms. only a few have yet been critically 
studied. European scholars are still too much engrossed in their 
Vedic and antiquarian researches to devote serious attention to क 
-systematic study. of Indian philosophies; ‘while as to native 
Pandits, however learned, the very notion of a history of philosophy 
is foreign to their minds, There are works in Sanskrit, like the 
‘Sarva-Dariana-Samgraha of Madhavacarya and the Sad-Dariana- 
Samuccaya of Haribhadra Siri, which profess to treat of all cur- 
rent systems of philosophy; but the historical view is totally absent 
in them, There the systems are arranged either according to their 
religious character or according to the predilections of the author, 
In modern times, scholars like Colebrooke, Weber, Hall and Ban- 
nerjee have made some valuable contributions, but many of their 
opinions and criticisms are now antiquated and stand in need of 
revision in the light of further researches, A good deal has also 
been added to our knowledge of the Buddhistic literature, but even 
there the attention of scholars has not yet been sufficiently directed 
to its philosophical portion. It is not possible, therefore, under 
these circumstances, to do more than throw out a few hints which, 
while dispelling some of the prevalent errors on the subject, will 
serve as a basis for future inquiries in the same direction. The 
following pages will not have been written in vain if this aim is 
even partially achieved. 

The value of a history of philosophy will be appreciated by 
those who know how much our knowledge of Greek philosophy has 
been deepened by the accounts left by Plato, Xenophon and 
Thucydides. System of philosophy as well as individual doctrines 
are never the products of personal caprice or of mere accident; 

they are evolved out of a long chain of antecedent causes. They 
' are in fact the tangible manifestations of various latent forces 
which mould the character and history of the nation, There could 
have been no Aristotle without a Plato or a Socrates, and no Socra- 
tes without the Sophists. A knowledge of this sequence is there- 
fore'essential to a true appreciation of every system and every 
doctrine, an isolated study of them being either insufficient or 
misleading. Besides, theories and schools are often the work not 


So i ES 

1 Most of the writings of eminent Buddhist logicians like Difindga 
and Dharmakirli are now available only in Chinese and Tibetan transla- 
tions, their Sanskrit originals having been apparently lost. See Sadajiro 
Sugiura’s Hindu Logic as preserved in Ghina and Japan. - ` 
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of one individual or of one age, but of a succession of thinkers who 
fashion and refashion them, as it were, until they become worthy 
of general acceptance, Such seems to have been the case with 
doctrines of God, of causality and of creation, in India as well as 
in Greece, The true aim of a history of philosophy may be expla- 
ined in the words of Zeller :— 

* The systems of philosophy, however peculiar and self-dependent 
they may be, thus appear as the members of a larger historical 
inter-connection; in respect to this alone can they be perfectly 
understood; the further we follow it the more the individuals be- 
come united to a whole of historical development, and the problem 
arises not merely of explaining this whole by means of the parti- 
culars conditioning it, but likewise of explaining these moments by 
one another and consequently the individual by the whole, "! 

A history of Indian philosophy, such as would fulfil this 
purpose, is not of course possible in the present rudimentary state 
of Indian chronology. Still even a crude attempt of that kind will 
give truer insight into each system or each doctrine that can be 
got by a study of isolated works. The need of such a connected 
view of philosophy is all the greater in the case of systems like the 
JNyaya and Vaisegike whose real merits lie hidden under a 
heavy load of scholastic surplusage. They have not the halo of 
religion and mysticism which makes the Vedànta and the other 
theological systems so attractive to students of Hindu philosophy, 
while the scholastic subtleties of the most modern Nyaya writers, 
such as Siromani and Gadadhara, inspire positive terror in un- 
trained minds, If the Nyaya and Vaisesika systems, therefore, are 
to be popularized and their value to be recognized, it is necessary 
to divest them of their excrescences, A large mass of rubbish is 
to be found in the works of modern. Natyayikas, and the task of 
extracting the pure ore out of it is very difficult; but it is worth 
performing. The process of sifting and cleaning will have to be 
repeated several times before we can really understand some of 
the profoundest conceptions that are interwoven in these systems, 
Philosophy is the stronghold of Hinduism, and the system of Vyaya 
forms as it were the back-bone of Hindu philosophy, Every other 
system accepts the fundamental Principles of Nyaya logic, while 
even where there are differences, the dissentients often borrow the 
very arguments and phraseology of the JNyàya for their own pur- 


1 Zeller, Outline of Greek Philosophy, p. 3, 
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pose. A study of the Wyaya as well as Vaisesika system is, there- 
fore, à necessary step to a popular understanding of most of the 
systems. It forms as it were an introduction to the general study 
of philosophy, and hence no scholar who would seek the truth in 
the latter can afford to neglect them. 


Among the numerous systems of philosophy that have been 
evolved in India during the last three thousand years, the १४०४० 
and Vaiíeika occupy a unique. position, both on account of their 
cardinal doctrines and of the mass of learning that has accumula- 
ted around them. A general view of these doctrines will not, 
therefore, be out of place in a sketch like this. Wyaya, which is 
the more compact and perhaps also the more modern of the two, is 
much more a system of dialectics than one of philosophy. The 
aphorisms of Gotama and the works founded on them treat no 
doubt of metaphysical and theological questions occasionally, but 
they come 19 rather as digressions than as inseparable parts of the 
system. The Vatéegika, on the other hand, is essentially a system 
of metaphysics with a disquisition on logic skilfully dovetailed into 
it by later writers, It is these peculiarities which have earned 
them the name of logical systems and which distinguish them from 
each other as well as from other systems of Indian philosophy. 
These peculiarities must be carefully noted, for inattention to them 
has led many to misunderstand the true scope and function of 
these systems.? 


Gotama begins by enumerating 16 topics, which have been 
erroneously called padarthas, These topics are not a classification 
of all sublunary things or categories. They look like headings of 
so many chapters in a treatise on logic, Of. these the first nine, 
vis. प्रमाण, प्रमेय, संशय, प्रयोजन, दृष्टान्त, सिद्धान्त, अवयवः तके, and 
निर्णय, constitute what may be called logic proper, while the last 
seven may be collectively termed illegitimate or false logio. प्रमाण 
includes the four proofs, Perception, Inference, Comparison and 
Word; while gig comprises all objects which are known by 
means of those proofs, viz. soul, body, organ, material qualities, 


——M 
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1 Logic in Sanskrit is designated by various names, such as JNyäya, 
Hetu-Vidyd, Hetu-Sasira, Anvikgiki, Pramaga-Sastra, Tattoa-Sasira, Tarka-Vidya, 
Vadartha and. Phakkika-Sastra. Some of these names are found in works of 
4th and 5th centuries B. C. 

2 0७. S, I. 1. 1. 

8 GS, 1. 1. 9, 
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cognition, mind, effort, fault, death, fruition, pain and salvation. 
These multifarious things have obviously nothing in common ex- 
cept the capacity of being known by one or other of the above 
Proofs; and Gotama accordingly treats of them only in that light. 
He rarely troubles himself about the nature or form of these 
things, or of their production and destruction, as Kanada, for insta- 
nee, does, This is the reason why Gotama’s definitions of soul, 
cognition, mind, eto., only tell us how they are known, but say 
nothing as to what kind of things they are. Gotama’s theory of 
knowledge is essentially material. Perception is a physical process 
consisting in the contact of organs with their appropriate objects;? 
while Inference, which is threefold, springs from Perception. 3 
Comparison and Word are of course exceptional cases, and may 
be called imperfect inferences, Having thus dealt with the chief 
ingredients of knowledge, namely, the proof and its object, Gotama 
describes several accessories to knowledge, viz., doubt, aim, insta- 
nee or precedent, general truths, premises, hypothetical reasoning 
and conclusion. Doubt and aim as incentives to every inquiry are 
necessary to knowledge. Precedents and general truths form the 
material, while premises and hypothetical reasoning are the instru- 
ments of acquiring fresh knowledge. Conclusion is the final and 
combined product of all these things. The seven topics forming 
the second group have a negative function in logic, namely, of 
preventing erroneous knowledge. By exposing errors:they teach us 
how to avoid them. They are rather like weapous for destroying 
the enemy's fortress than tools to build one's own. Continued 
argument (वाद ), sophistry ( जल्प), wrangling ( वितण्डा), . fallacies 
(हेत्वाभास ), quibbling (ga), far-fetched analogies ( जाति), and 
opponent's errors ( निग्रहृस्थान)—all these are useful "where the 
object is to vanquish an opponent or to gain a temporary triumph; 
but they do not legitimately belong to the province of logic, 
Gotama’s treatise may, therefore, be appropriately called the theory 
and practice of controversy rather than a science of logic. It 
resembles in this respect the dialectical work of Zeno who founded 
the sophistic dialectics in Greece, है i MS 
,- The system, however, underwent considerable modifications in 
later times, The sixteen padàrthas were practically ignored; 








G. S., I. 1. 
6. S., I. 1. 4. 
G. 5., I. 1. 5. . 3 amet 
Sec for definitions of these, G. S., I. 1. 23-32, 40,.41.. . -i 


Introduction ' xv 


and the theory of the four proofs absorbed almost the whole attent- 
ion of later Vaiyayikas. The philosophical views of Gotama mostly 
came out in the digressions which are numerous in his work, They 
are generally introduced by way of illustrations to his method; 
and yet his followers have accepted these views as cardinal princi- 
ples and built a regular system of philosophy upon them. The 
most characteristic of these doctrines are the non-eternity of sound,?: 
the agency of God,” the theory of atoms,® the production of effects,* 
and its corollary, the reality of our knowledge. From the fragmen- 
tary discussions on these points contained in Gotama’s work the 
modern Naiydyikas have evolved elaborate theories which have 
made the system what it is, The radical and realistic tendency of 
these later doctrines came at every step into conflict with the more 
orthodox views of the two Jlimamsas. 

The system of the Vatéesika is even more radical than the 
Nyaya. As a system of philosophy, the Vatéesika is more sym- 
metrical and also more uncompromising. Its enumeration of the 
six categories,’ with the seventh Abhāva added afterwards, is a 
complete analysis of all existing things. These categories again 
are not enumerated for a special purpose only, like the 16 padà- 
१८४१०७ of Gotama; but they resolve the entire universe, as it were, 
not excepting even the Almighty Creator, into so many classes. 
Kandda’s categories resemble in this respect those of Aristotle. 
Gotama treats of knowledge only, but Kanada deals with the wider 
phenomena of existence. The first three categories, Substance, 
Quality, and Motion, have a real objective existence and so form 
one group designated अर्थ by Kanüda. The next three, Generar 
lity, Particularity, and Intimate Union, are products of our conce- 
ption and may be called metaphysical categories, while the last 
one, Negation, appears to have been added afterwards for diale- 
etical purposes. The nine substances comprise ‘all corporeal: and 
incorporeal things, and the twenty-four qualities exhaust all proper- 
ties that can reside in substance. बुद्धि is a quality of -the Soul, 
and the whole theory of knowledge, therefore, consists in the produc- 
tion of this quality in its substratum, the Soul. The process by 
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which the cognition of an external object is produced in the Soul 
is something like printing or stamping on some soft material. 
Mind is the movable joint between the Soul and the various 
organs which carry those impressions from external objects. Logic 
as a science of knowledge falls under बुद्धि, and is so treated in all 
Vaisesika treatises, Vaisegikas recognize only the first two of the 
` four proofs mentioned by Gotama,? and they differ from the 
JVaiyayikas on some other points also. What specially distingui- 
shes the Vaiéesikas, however, is their remarkable power of analysis; 
and their system may for that reason be appropriately called analy- 
tical philosophy. They divide and subdivide each class of things, 
and dissect every notion into its minutest components. No doubt 
the process of analysis is sometimes carried to an extreme where it 
ends into fruitless distinctions, but its influence on philosophical 
speculations in general must have been enormous. It is this 
feature of the Vaiéesika system that'has made it the source of all 
liberal thought in Indian philosophy. None are so unrestrained 
in their speculations, and none are such powerful critics of time- 
worn prejudices as the followers of Kanāda. No wonder that they 
were looked upon with distrust by the orthodox school, and were 
labelled Ardha-Vainasikas (Semi-Buddhists) by their opponents. 
The Vaisesikas never declared any open revolt against orthodox 
faith, nor is there any reason for supposing that Kanada or his 
immediate followers were atheists; but the tendency of their 
doctrine was none the less unmistakable. As the: devout Lord 
Bacon produced a Hume and a Voltaire in Europe, so the Vatéesika 
doctrines must have led ultimately to many a heresy in India, such 
as those of the Bauddhas and the Jainas 
A remarkable feature of both the Nyaya and the Vaiéesika: 
systems, as in fact of all the Indian systems of philosophy, is the 
religious motive which underlies them. Religion is the incentive 
to all these speculations, and religion is also the test of their truth 
and utility. Salvation is the goal which both Kanada and Gotama 
promise the people as the reward of a thorough knowledge of their 
respective systems. Amidst all the differences one idea appears 
‘to be common to all the ancient Indian systems, namely, that 
knowledge is the door and the only door to salvation. Opinions 
differ as to what things are worth knowing. Consequently the bit- 
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terest controversies have raged among these rivals as to what 
things ought to be known for the speedy attainment of salvation. 
These controversies usually take the form of attacks on the rival 
classifications of categories as being either defective or ‘superfluous 
or illogical, Another effect to the religious character of these 
systems in the discussion of many apparently irrelevant topics which 
have made them look somewhat heterogeneous and unsystematic, 
The many digressions in the works of Gotama and Kanada as well 
as their followers are easily understood if we look to the bearing 
which those topics have upon the end and aim of philosophy. Take 
for instance the controversy about non-eternity of sound) What 
has the eternity of sound to do with logic? An inference would 
be just as right or wrong whether the words conveying it are ete- 
rnal or not. But the question of the eternity of sound is vitally 
connected with the infallibility of the Vedas which are final author- 
ity in all matters of doubt; and all orthodox systems, therefore, 
must have their say on the point. We thus find that questions of 
the most diverse character are discussed wherever the context leads 


to them while others more closely related to the subject are negle- 
cted. Each system has consequently become a mixture, as it were, 


of the fragments of several sciences such as logic, metaphysics, psy- 
chology, and theology. This is not, however, a weakness as some 
superficial critics have supposed. It arises from the very conception 


of a Daráana, and could never have been avoided by those who in 
these systems sought to provide a complete guide, asit were, to the 


road to salvation. Indian philosophy is not singular in this res- 
pect, Everywhere philosophy grows out of religious instincts, 
The sense of dependence on supernatural powers and a desire to 
conciliate them were the first incentives which led men at a very 
early period to think of their religious well-being. “ Philosophy ”, 
says Zeller, “ just begins when man experiences and acts upon the 
necessity of explaining phenomena by means of natural causes. ”? 
The Rgveda, the Brahmanas and the Upanisads abound in passa- 
ges showing how in India this feeling grew in intensity until it 
became the ruling passion of the Brahmans. Salvation was the 
sole purpose of life, and knowledge of the universe was the means 
toit. The ancient Upanisads were the repositories of the specula- 
tions which rose like bubbles out of this fermentation of thought, 
and which appear to have ultimately crystallized into the various 
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In Greece pbilosophy tended to become 
more and more ethical and worldly; in India it could never free 
itself from its religious setting. This is the reason why in spite of 
additions and modifications Indian Darsanas never lost their origi- 
nal character completely. A history of each of these systems is 
therefore a history of its gradual evolution within certain limits, 
while its relations outside of them remained practically unchanged, 
The period before the rise of Buddhism is almost a blank page. 
We know nothing of it except that a large amount of free specula- 
tion must have been stored up at that time in the Brühmonas and 
the Upanisads. The only system which dates prior to Buddhism is 
the Sankhya, and possibly the Vaisesika also; but the other Darsa- 
nas are presumably of a post-Buddhistio origin, at least in the form 


systems of philosophy. 


in which we possess them. In faot the very notion of a system: 


seems to be post-Buddhistic, The severe conflict between Bud- 
dhism and Brahmanism which stirred men’s minds in the century 
after Buddha’s death must have compelled both the parties to syste- 
matize the doctrines and express them in a compact methodical 
form. The same cause or causes which led the Buddhists to collect 
their ethical and philosophical teachings in their suttas during the 
period which elapsed : between the First and the Second Council 


must have also induced their Brahman rivals to compose similar 


works for the defence of Vedic orthodoxy. The two collections of 
aphorisms belonging to the Prior and the Posterior Mimamsas and 
known by the names of Jaimini and Bādarāyaņa respectively 
have a strong controversial flavour about them, and appear to be 
the first products of this reaction against Buddhism. The aphorisms 
of Kanāda and Golama could not have been of any prior date, 
and as we do not know of, any Wydya or Vatésesika works older 
than these Sutras, the history of those systems may safely be said 
to:begin in the bth or the 4th century before Christ. 


Roughly speaking, the literature of the Nydya and VatSesika. 


systems extends over a period of 22 centuries, that is, from about 
the 4th century B. 0. till very recent times, of which the last two 
hundred years, not being distinguished by any original works, may 
be left out of account, The history may be divided into three 
periods: the first from about 400 8. 0, to 500 A. D., the second 


from thence to 1300 A. D., and the third after that till the end of 


1 See my paper entitled “A Brief Survey of the Upanigads”, J. B. B. 
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the last century. The only’ known representatives of the first 
period are the two collections of aphorisms going under the name 
of Gotama and Kanada respectively, and perhaps the scholium of 
Praíastapüda lso; but there must have existed other works now 
lost, The second period is pre-eminently distiuguished by a series 
of commentaries on these Sutras beginning with Vatsyayana and 
comprising several works of acknowledged authority The third 
period saw the introduction of independent treatises and commen- 
taries on them which, at last dwindle down into short manuals like. 
Tarka-Satngraha and Tarka-Kawmudi. These three periods also 
mark three successive stages in the development of the two 
systems, The first may be called the age of the formation of doct- 
rfinesin the Sutras; the second that of their elaboration by com- 
mentators; and the third that of their systematization by writers 
of special treatises, The first is characterised by great originality 
and freshness, the second by a fulness of details and the third by 
scholastic subtlety ultimately leading to decadence. These divisi- 
ons may sometimes overlap, for we have treatises like Tàrkika- 


raks& and Sapta-Padartht before the 14th century, so we have 
commentaries on the Sitras like Sankara Misra's Upasküra, and 


Visvanatha’s Vrtii, written afterwards. This does not, however, 
affect our general conclusion that the writings of the 14th century 
and onwards are in marked contrast with those of the preceding 
age, The exaet duration of these periods may have varied a little 
in the case of the two systems, but the order is the same. The 
mutual relation of these two systems, however, appears to have 
changed at different times. During the first period they seem to 


have been two different systems, independent in origin but treat- 
ing of the same topics and often borrowing from each other. Vat- 


syüyana regards them as supplementary! In the second period, 
however, they become somewhat antagonistic, partly owing to an 
accumulation of points of difference between the two, and partly 
on account of the alliance of the Vaisesikas with the Buddhists. 
The third period saw the amalgamation of the two systems, and we 
come across many works, like the Tarka-Satngraha for instance, in 
which the authors have attempted to select the best portions of 
each and construct from these fragments a harmonious system of 
their own. This is a curious phenomenon, no doubt, and we do not 
yet sufficiently know the causes which brought about these succes- 
sive changes in the attitude of the exponents of these two systems 
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towards each other; but the fact is important in as much as it 
must have been a powerful factor in moulding both of them, At 
any rate it accounts for the difficulty, which every student meets 
with at the threshold, whether to regard these systems as really 
supplementary or antagonistic to each other, They are spoken of 
as both, and yet no Sanskrit writer seems to have perceived the 
inconsistency of doing so. The only explanation that can at 
present be suggested is that the twins after quarrelling for some 
time reunited under the influence of a reaction. 


Having premised so much we may proceed to consider the 
three periods in order; and the first thing we shall have to do is 
of course to fix the age of the Sutras of Gotama and Kanada, 
They are the recognized basis of the Wyaya and the Vaisegika sys- 
tems, and they are, so far as we know, the oldest works on those 
systems. Not that they were the first of their kind; perhaps they 
were preceded by cruder attempts of the same sort that have peri- 
shed; perhaps the present works are improved editions of older 
ones, For all practical purposes, however, the works of Kandda 
and Gotama may be taken as the starting points for the two 
systems. Now before adverting to the evidence that exists for 
determining the dates of these two Sutras it is necessary to notice 
one or two misconceptions that would otherwise hinder our task, 
The first of these is the confusion that is often made between the 
system and the Sütra work expounding it; and the second is a 
similar want of distinction between the system as a whole and the 
particular doctrines composing it. The three things, viz. Gotama's 
work, the Vydya system, and the individual doctrines embodied in 
it, are quite distinct, and ought not to be confounded with one 
another, They may for ought we know have originated -at diffe- 
rent times, and no inference can therefore be safely drawn as to 
the probable date of the one from any ascertained fact relating to 
the other. The fact for instance that some of the Vaifegika doct- 
rines are controverted in Badarayana’s Brahma-Suiras! has been 
made the ground for inferring that Kandda’s Sutras were compo- 
sed prior to those of Badardyana, and yet there are cogent reasons 
for believing that they were of a much later origin, We must 
therefore suppose that the doctrines controverted in Jrahma-Sütras 
existed prior to their incorporation into a regular system as set out 
in Kanáda's work. Similarly many of the arguments as io ihe 
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relative priority of Nyüya and Vaisesika systems are based on assu- 
mptions made from some doctrines of the one being cited or refu- 
ted by other. Such arguments, however, are misleading and 
often produce confusion. The Nyāya doctrine of असत्कार्यवाद must 
have existed before the rise of Buddhism and even before the 
formation of the Saakhya system, the oldest works of which con- 
trovert it. Does it follow therefore that Gotama and Kanāda pre- 
ceded both the Sázkhyas and the Bawldhas? And if so, how are 
we to account for the fact that several doctrines of the Sankhyas as 
well as the Bauddhas are in their turn quoted in the Sutras of 
both these authors? Here is a dilemma which can only be solved 
by supposing that the doctrine of असत्कार्यवाद and many others 
like it subsequently adopted by the Naiyayikas and Vaiéesikas 
must have formed topics of hot discussion long before the Sutras 
of Gotama and Kandda were composed. In like manner, even 
supposing that the system as such existed at or before a particular 
date it will not be right to argue that Kanada's Sutras also must 
have existed at that time) Nor should it be supposed that the 
whole system as conceived later is to be found in these works. 
Many doctrines now looked upon as cardinal principles of Vaise- 
gika philosophy, are conspicuous by their absence in Kanüda'8 
work, such as, for instance, 407060. as a seventh category, the last 
seven qualities, and the doctrine of Visega. This much, however, is 
certain, that when the Sutras were composed the two systems had 
assumed a definite form which was never to be substantially 
changed. There are important gaps that were filled up afterwards: 
but the skeleton is there and 10 18 the skeleton that gives shape to 
the body. The process may have been something like this. First 
bold thinkers started theories of their own on the burning 
questions of the day, and then these theories after much 
discussion crystallized into specific doctrines such as those of 
असत्कार्य, समवाय and others, The ancient Upantsads abound in 
passages in which we find such definite principles being actually 
worked out of a mass of general speculations. The next step is for 
some eminent teacher to adopt and develop some of these doctrines 
and form a school which might in time grow up into a system. 
The difference between a school and a system is that of degree. 
A school adopts a theory about a particular phenomenon, while a 
system aims at explaining consistently the whole order of nature 


1 Golebrooke’s Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I, p. 354, Cowell’s note, 
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-by reducing several of these theories into hormony. Audulomi, 
sri and many others whose names occur in the 


- Kasakrtsna, Bada: 
philosophical Sutras, seem to have been founders of the schools 


which preceded the regular systems, The system when thus for- 
‘med required an authoritative exposition, and many must have 
. been the failures of inferior persons, before a master mind like 
Gotama or Kanada could produce a work that would: live into 
-futurity. The present Sutras of Kanada and Gotama must, there- 
fore, be regarded as representing the end rather than the commen- 
cement of this evolutionary process, They did not originate the 
systems, they only stereotyped them, by giving them as it were a 
' body and shape. Besides, it is probable that the fashion of pro- 
pounding philosophical systems in the form of Sütras, if not the 
systems themselves, came into vogue after the rise of Buddhism. 
. The ethical teachings of Gautama Buddha were expressed in the 
shape of pithy sentences which were easy to remember and posses- 
sed a certain attraction for the popular mind. The Brahmans, 
probably with a desire to beat their rivals with their own weapons, 
- composed Sitras on their own philosophical systems modelled on 
- the Buddhistic sutias, and possessnig in some cases literary finish 
of a very high order. The necessity of meeting their opponents in 
controversies which became frequent from this time compelled the 
orthodox philosophers to put their cardinal doctrines in a definite 
shape; and this they did by expressing them in an incisive and 
dogmatic form so as to produce immediate conviction. The un- 
compromising tone and rigid logic of these post-Buddhistic Sutras 
are in strong contrast with the loose reasuning and poetical 
imagery which abound in earlier philosophical books, such as the 
Upanisads. While morality was the stronghold of the Buddhists, 
philosophy was their weakest point in these early times; naturally 
the shrewd Brahmans cultivated this latter branch with the 
greater vigour in order to outshine their rivals. The Sutras of 
.Jaimini and Badaréyana must have been composed with some such 
object in view; and the example, once set, was of course followed 
by other teachers belonging to the orthodox party. 


It is difficult to determine the chronological order of the 
several systems of philosophy, and the attempts hitherto made 
` have not been very successful. The Sahkhya system and many of 
the doctrines of the 7०८१६९४७८७, if not the whole of their system, 
are most probably Pre-Buddbistio,. The Vaisesika system pre-sup- 
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“poses the Sazkhya, and there is evidence to show that the Vaige- 
‘gika not only preceded Buddhism and Jainism, but directly contri- 
buted to the rise of those sects, many of their peculiar dogmas 
-being closely allied to Vaisesiba theories, The Buddhistic doctr- 
‘ines of total annihilation, for instance, is only a futher and an 
inevitable development of the Vaiéesika doctrine of असत्कायेवाद; 
while the categories or Padürthas of the latter find th ir counter- 
part in the five Astikdyas or essences of the Jainas. The atomic 
"theory moreover is largely adopted by the ०7८४७०७, and even enters 
into their legendary mythology. The epithet Ardha-Vaiésesikas 
or Semi-Buddhists, contemptuously bestowed upon the Vatéesika 
by Samkarücaárya, concealed a historical truth, if the Vatéestkas 
- as suggested above were the half-hearted precursors who by their 
materialistic speculations paved the way for the extreme radica- 
lism of Gautama Buddha. The Vaiéesika school is specifically 
named in the sacred texts of the Jainas and also in the Lalita- 
Vistara. Several of their doctrines are refuted in Badardyana’s 
Brahma-Siiras, and it is possible that (hey may have existed then 
in some systematic form. As to the other systems, the two Mimd- 
7hsüs appear to have come immediately after the rise of Buddhism 
and before the advent of the Wyéya and the Yoga. Neither 
Badarayana nor Jaimini refers to any peculiar yaya doctrine, 
while the few aphorisms in Bédardéyana’s work which mention 
Yoga look like interpolations, It will be shown presently that 
Gotama himself borrows from Badaréyana’s work.3 
Looking to the Sutras, however, the two MimaGmsa collections 
appear to be the oldest of them, while the works of Gotama and 
Kanada come next in succession. The date of Javmini and Bada- 
yayana, who quote each other and might have been contemporaries, 
is not yet settled. They are certainly aware of the Buddhistic sect, 
many of whose doctrines they quote and refute. The two Mimā- 
msa Sütras therefore could not have been composed before the 6th 
century B. 0. They may for the present be assigned to the Sth 
or the earlier part of the 4th century B.C. The Sutras of Gotama 
and Kanüda must be still later productions, as will appear from a 





1 See foot-note supra. 

2 Weber, History of Indian Literature, p. 236, foot-note. 

3 Garbe holds that Vaisesika was prior to JVydya : Vide. Die Sarhkhya 
Philosophie, p. 116 

4 Brahma-Sitra 11, 2, 18, et seg.; Mimathsa-Siira 1, 2. 33; see also 
Golebrooke’s Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I, p. 354 
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comparison of them with the Brahma Sütras. The opening RE sütras 
of both Gotama and Kanada appear to recognize the Vedantic 
doctrine of knowledge being the means to salvation ; while thro- 

Fe their works whenever they treat of soul, salvation, pain, 
knowledge, and suoh other topics, their language seems to be 
strongly tinged with Vedantic notions. The phraseology is often 
the same, and in several places even direct references to the 
Brahma Sütras may be detected in these works, For example the 
Vaitesika ४४४7०७, अनित्य इति विशेषतः प्रतिषेधभावः and अविद्या appear 
to be answers to Badardyana’s objections to the eternity of atoms; 
while the Sūtra अहमिति शब्दस्य व्यतिरेकान्नागमिकम्‌ is evidently 
aimed at the Vedantic view explained in the four preceding sütras, 
that the Soul is to be known only through Sruti* Similarly V. S, 
IV. 9, 2-3 controvert the Vedántin's view that our body is formed 
by the union of five or three elements5 Again many of the terms 
used by Kanada such as अविद्या, fey, प्रत्यगात्मा, and व्याख्यात, 
appear to be borrowed from Badarayana, The same holds good 
of Gotama. In several places he propounds views very similar to 
well-known Vedüntic doctrines; while a comparison of G, S. III, 
2. 14 with Brahma- Sutra IL. 1. 24 will show that Gotama borrows 
even illustrations and arguments from Badarayana.' G. S. II. 1. 
61-678 would likewise show that Gotama was also posterior to 
Jaimini, It may be argued that the borrowing may have been on 
the other side, or that the particular sü/ras may be later addi- 
tions. But we must in such cases judge by the whole tone and 
drift of the authors, While in all the cases noted above the topics 
form essential parts of the two Mimānsā systems, they come only 
incidentally in the works of Kanada and Golama. We can, there- 
fore, confidently assert that the works of Gotama and Kanada, as we 
have them at present, cannot be older than the 4th century B. C. 

The question as to the relative priority of these two systems per 
seis beset with many difficulties, Opinions have been advanced 


V. S. IV. 1. 4-5, 
Brahma-Sūira, II. 2. 14-15, 
V. S., IIT. 2. 9. 
Cf. also G. S., IIT. I. 28-30, 
Brahma-Sütra, II. 2. 21-22, 
Gf. G. S., IV. 1. 64. 
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on: both sides.  Candrakünta Tarkalamkara, in the preface to 
his edition of Vaisesika-siitras, strongly contends for the priority 
of Vaiéesika system, while others maintain the opposite view. 
Goldstücker calls the Vaisesika only a branch of the Nyāya with- 
out deciding their relative priority;? while Weber is undecided on 
the point) Much of the confusion, however, on this point can be 
avoided by making a distinction, as already noted, between the 
. Vaigesika system and the Vatéesika Sutras. There are strong 
grounds for believing, as Mr. Zarkalamkara contends, that the 
Vaisesika system preceded Gotama’s and yet the Sutras of Ka- 
. pada, or at least many of them, may be of a later date. The fact 
that, while Vaigesika doctrines are noticed in Bdadarayana’s 
Brahma-Sitras, Gotama’s system is not even once alluded to, 
shows that some Vaisesika doctrines at least were promulgated 
not only before Gotama but even before the composition of the 
Brahma-Sütras. Vailsyayana’s remark that omissions in Gotama’s 
work are to be supplied from the cognate system of the Vatéestkas 
may likewise be taken to imply that that system existed before 
Gotama's time; while the latter's reference to a प्रातितन्त्रासिद्धान्त 
by which he probably means doctrines taught by some allied school 
such as the Vaisesikas would support such an inference, The 
posteriority of Gotama may also be inferred from the fact that 
many topics summarily disposed of or imperfectly discussed by 
Kanada are fully treated by him, as for instance, inference, falla- 
cies, eternity of sound, and the nature of soul. It is true that some 
of these arguments would also prove that Kandda's sutras were 
anterior to Gotama's work, and it is possible that a collection of 
Vaisegika siitras was known to Gotama. But we must also take 
account of the fact that several sutras in the present collection of 
Kanüda's aphorisms appear to be suggested by Gotama's work. : 
V.S. III. 2. 49 for instance, is clearly an amplification of 
6. 8. I. 1. 107 V.S. III. 1. 17? again gives an illustration of the 





Bhimücürya, Nyàya-Kosa, Intro. p. 2-3, note. ` 
Goldstücker's Papini, p. 158. , 
Weber, History of Indian Literature, p. 245. : 
Vat. on G. S, I. 1. 4 
G. S. I. 1. 29 
प्राणापाननिमेपोन्मेषजीवनमनोगतीन्द्रियान्तरविकाराः सुखदुःखेच्छाद्वेषप्रयत्ना श्चा 
त्मनो लिङ्गानि Vaifesika-Sütra 

7 इच्छाद्वेषप्रयत्नसुखदुःखज्ञानान्यात्मनो रिन्गमिति | ००००-७४०. 

8 यस्माद्विषाणी तस्माङ्गौरिति चानेकाम्तिकस्योदादरणम्‌ | 
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* अनैकान्तिक fallacy, although the name, strange to Say, i$ nowhére 
- explained throughout Kanüda's work. The word is, however, used 
‘by Gotama as a definition of सब्यमिचार,' and it is possible that 
-the author of the Vaisegika sütras borrowed it from him, and 
' wrongly used it as the name of the fallacy. These Sutras, there- 
* fore, if not the whole work of Kanüda, must have been composed 
"after Gotama’s work was published. Now there are good reasons 
"for suspecting that Kanada’s work, as we have it at present, 
‘contains a large number of aphorisms which have been either 
"modified or added in after times, A comparison of Xanada's 
sütras, as found in our printed editions, with the Bhdsya of Pra- 
*éastapüda shows that many of the sütras are not explained by the 
-seholiast and were probably unknown to him.” Moreover, all 
these suspicious aphorisms relate to topics that look like having 
"been suggested afterwards. The practice of making such interpo- 
“lations in ancient works is not uncommon in Indian literature. 
"The Samkhya Sütras are notoriously modern productions, though 
' ‘ ascribed to an ancient Rsi; and even the Brahma Sutras of 
` Badarayana lie under the suspicion of being tampered with. The 
loose and unsystematic arrangement of the 7८६८६०७७४७ aphorisms 
must have considerably facilitated the task of an interpolator, 
" while such liberties could not have been easily taken with the more 
“compact and finished production of Gotama.® 


The most reasonable conclusion that may be drawn from the 
"foregoing facts is that, although we can say nothing detinite about 
“an original collection of Vaiéesika aphorisms, the present work of 

that name is comparatively modern. We have no materials at 
“present to fix its probable age. Kanada is a mythical personage 
and is variously styled Kaíyapa, Kanabhaksa or Kanabhuk* The 








1 अनैकान्तिकः सव्यभिचार: G. S., 1. 2. 46. 

2 See the excellent conspectus showing the stiras corresponding to 
each section of Prafastapada’s scholium, prefixed to the Benares Edition 
of that work. 

3 Mahümahop&dhyaya Satischandra Vidyabhushan thinks that only 
the Ist book of Nyaya-Sitras was composed by Aksapada, while the 2nd, 
Srd and 4th books bear marks of different hands. ‘The later books con- 

-tàin passages ‘from Lorikavatara  Sülra of Yogacira ^ Buddhistic school, 
the Madhyamika Sutra of Nagarjuna and Sataka of Aryadeva all com- 
posed about 300 A. D. Vaisydyana is said to have collected all the later 
additions together. See Bhandarkar Gommemoration Volume, p. 161. 


4 P. B., Ben. cd., p. 220; V.S. Up, Calc. ed., p. 160-1; Trikanda-Sesa. 
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latter two appéllatoins are, of course, paraphrases of Kanada, which 
: literally means ‘an eater of seeds or atoms". The name is said 
‘to be derived from his having lived upon picked-up grain-seeds 
- while practising austerities; more probably it is a derisive appel- 
‘lation invented by antagonists for his atomic theory. The system 
‘is also called Aulūkya Darsana, and a pretty old tradition is 
told that God Mahadeva pleased by the austerities of the sage 
Kanāda appeared to him in the guise of an owl and revealed the 
system which the latter subsequently embodied in the Sutras. A 
Rsi named Uiüka is mentioned in the Mahābhārata, but nothing 
can be said as to what connection he had with the 7०८१६८७४७० 
system. The name 4ulükya is, however, considerably old, being 
mentioned by Udyotaküára and Kwmürila* The name Vatésestka 
‘occurs even in the scholium of Prafastapada, who also refers to 
the tradition about God Mahadeva just mentioned. Vayu Puraya 
makes Aksapada, Kanada and Ulika sons of Vyasa,° but no 
reliance can be placed on such an authority. : 
It has been already shown that the present collection of Vaise- 
gika aphorisms is posterior to the 4th century B. C. and the refe- 
'rences to it contained in Va@isyayana’s commentary on Gotama’s 
work prove that it must have existed before the 5th century A. D. 
Vatsyayana mentions it as समानत्तन्त्र, enumerates the six categories! 
and actually quotes one aphorism of Kanada’ This is the utmost 
that we can say with certainty about the age of Kanādas work. 
The date of Prafastapada, the earliest scholiast of Kandda, is 
equally uncertain, He cannot be the same as the Ri Pragasta 
mentioned in the Pravaraidhydya of Baudhdyana-Sitra, for 








1 Sugiura on the authority of a Chinese work Jsiki Jutsuki says he 
' was called rice-eater because he used to go out and cat rice obtained 
. from women, while he was called Ulüka, because he lived in a mountain 
and was very ugly. Vide Sugiura's Hindu Logic as preserved in China and 
: Japan, p. 14. 
Sarv. D. S. Calc. cd., p. 110. 
Bhimicarya, Nya Kosa, Intro., p. 2. 
Nyaya-Vartika, Bibl. Ind., p. 168; Tantra-Vartika, Y. 1. 4. 
P. B., Ben. ed., p. 234. 
See the verse quoted in P. B., Ben. ed., Intro., p. 10. 
अस्लन्यदपि द्रव्ययुणकर्मसामान्याविशेषसमवायाः प्रमेयम्‌ । तद्भदेन चाऽपरिः 
UGAJA l- Vat. on G. $., 1. 1. 2. ` 
8 यस्माद्विषाणी तस्मादश्च इति (V.S. 111, 1.16) किमनुमानमिति चेत्‌ 


सन्तानोपपत्तिरुपपादितः शब्दस॑न्तानः etc, | Var, on G, §., II. 2. ॐ, 2 
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Baudhayana-Siira being composed before the 4th century B. oi 
Praéastapáda and a fortiori Kanada would have to be placed long 
before tbat time.  Praéastapüda has also been identified with 
. Gotama, the author of NyayarSitras, but it seems to be a mistake, 
So no inference as to the age of the Vaisesika-Sütras can be drawn 
from the date of the commentator. The six categories as well as 
the proofs are mentioned in the medical work of Caraka, who has 
„been identified with Pae£aZjali, the author of the Jfahábhagya.? 
But even if this identity is correct, the original work of Caraka, 
‘having been subsequently recast and enlarged by Drdhabala, 
particular passages from it cannot be relied upon for historical 
purposes. 

Happily we can obtain better results in the case of Gotama’s 
work, That it is posterior to the rise of Buddhism is evident on 
‘its face, for Buddhistic doctrines are expressly mentioned therein.* 
It is also, as has been already shown, later than the latter part of 
the fifth éentury B. C., the time of Badarayana’s Brahma-Sütras 

. which, while refuting Vaiiegika doctrines, make no mention of 
the cognate schoul of Noiyayikas.  Goldstücker says that both 
Katyáyana and Patañjali knew of the Nyaya-Sitras. Now 
Pataiijali is said to have written his great work about 140 B. C.;? 
` but Katyayana’s date is not so certain. According to a story told 
in Katha-Sarit-Sagara, Kütyáyana was a pupil of Upavarsa and 
a minister of king Wanda who reigned about 350 B. C. Gold- 
sticker makes light of the authority of Katha-Sarit-Ságara, but 
it is hard to.believe that such a story could have got currency 
without some sort of foundation, Tf the story is true, the 
Ayáya-Sütras would have to be placed before 350 B, C. Kàtyà- 
yana’s date is now generally taken to be about the middle of the 
4th century B. C.;* and so Gotama will have to be placed before 
that time. There is another fact which confirms this conclusion. 





E ae PRBS, Sacred Laws (S. B. E. Series), Part I, Apastamba, Intro., 
2 Bhimicsrya, Nyaya Kosa, Intro., p. 2. 
3 Parama-Laghu-Maiijisa. A verse said to be from Yogabija calls 
Palafíjali, a writer on three sciences, grammar, medicine and Yoga. 
4 G.S, III. 2. 11-13. í j 
5 Goldstücker's Panini, p. 157. 
a 6 Ibid. p. 234. 
7 Katha-Sarit-Sagara, 1. 5; Max Müller, Hi i kr. 
- t istory of Ancient Sanskrit 


8 Xggeling's Salapatha-Brakmapa (S. B. E. Series), Intro., p. 30, 
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Sabara Svümin, the scholiast on Jaimini’s Sutras, often quotes an: 
ancient author whom he calls Bhagavan Upavarsa, and who must 
have, therefore, lived a long time before him, This Upavarsa 
is said to have written commentaries on both the Jmàzisá-Sütras A 
If he be the same as the reputed teacher of Kütyáyana above 
mentioned, he must have lived in the first part of the 4th century 
B.C? Now a passage quoted by Sabara Svümin from the com- 
mentary of this Upavarsa? shows that he was intimately acquainted 
with Gotama’s system and largely adopted its doctrines, Gotama’s 
work must, therefore, have been composed before the 3rd century 
B. C, that is, it belongs to the 4th century B. C.* 

There is another piece of evidence, which, though apparently 
conflicting with the above conclusion, really supports it. Apastamba,. 
the author of the Dharma-Sütra, knew both the Parva and the 
Uttara Mimamsa systems, but not the Ayáya5 It is true that 
Apastamba in two passages of his work uses the word न्याय and 
न्यायावित्‌ respectively ;° but there he clearly refers to Parva-Mima- 
sd, and not to the system of Gotama. Nor is this use of the 
word uncommon in ancient writings. The fact that the word 
न्याय, which was subsequently monopolized by the followers of 
Gotama, is applied by Apastamba to the system of Jaimini, shows. 
that at his time Gotama’s system was either unknown, or at least 
so new as not to have attained any wide celebrity. Apastamba 
according to Bühler must have lived before the third century B.C. 
and even 150 or 200 years earlier; but his knowledge of the two 


1 Qolebrooke's Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I, p. 357. 

2 Another story in Somadeva-Bhatta's Katha-Sarit-Sagara makes him 
live in Páfaliputra during the reign of Nanda, i. e. about 350 B. G.; but 
no reliance can be placed on the chronological data furnished by this book 
in the absence of other evidence. 

3 Sabara-Bhasya, Bibl. Ind., p. 10; for an English translation of the 
passage see Colebrooke's Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. 1., p. 328. f 

4 This conclusion will not be affected by any date that may be assigne 
ed to Panini. Goldstücker places Panini long before the rise of Buddhism 
and holds that he did not know Gotama’s work. Panini mentions the 
word न्याय but only in the sense of a syllogism or rather a thesis, such as 
those in Jaimini’s work. Sce Goldstücker's Papini, p. 152. 

5 Bühler, Sacred Laws (S. B. E. Series), Part I, Apastamba, Intro., 
9. xxvii. 

6 Apastamba-Dharma-Sitra, II. 4. 8. 13; and II. 6. 14. 13. 

7 Bühler, Sacred Laws (S. B. E. Series), Part I, Apastamba, Intro, 
P xliii. x 
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Mimamsas shows that he could not have lived long before 400 
B. C. Gotama’s work must therefore be assigned to the end of the 
5th or beginning of the 4th century B. C. 

It is needless to state after this that our Gotama is quite 
different from Gotama the author of a Dharma Sutra, who prece- 
ded Baudhayana and was a fortiori prior to Apastamba ; nor 
has he anything to do with the mythical sage of that name men- 
tioned in the Ramayana and Mahābhārata as the son of Utathya 
and the husband of Ahilyé. Nothing is known about the persona- 
lity of our author, and it is even doubtful whether his real name 
was Gotama or Gautama. Being a Brahman he could not have 
belonged to the race from which the founder of Buddhism sprang. 
He is also called Aksapada or Aksacarana, but the origin of the 
name is not known. Some have conjectured that the epithet was a 
nick-name given to Gotama for his peculiar theory of sensual perce- 
ption, and means one who stands or walks upon organs of sense 
(अक्ष ); but there is no authority for this. Atany rate the author, 
whoever he may be, possessed great originality and a grasp of 
general principles that enabled him to systematize the science of 
logic for the first time. He cannot, however, be said to have 
founded it, for logical rules seem to have prevailed even before his 
time. Manu proclaims the need of reason for a correct understa-. 
nding of the sacred law,’ while Bédardyana goes to the other 
extreme of declaring the utter futility of our reasoning power to 
discover truth. Besides it is quite obvious that, unless the art 
of reasoning had boen practised for a long time previous, and had- 
been considerably developed, neither ihe philosophical speculations 
in the Upanisads nor the rise of heretical sects, such as the Carva- 
kas, Bauddhas and Jainas, could have been possible, What then 
did Gotama achieve? What is his place in the history of Indian 
logic? This is an interesting question, and would, if satisfactorily 
answered, throw a flood of light on the early history of Indian. 
philosophy. 

Gotama was certainly not the pioneer. The very fact that he 
has evolved a logical system complete and well knit in all essential 
respects would lead us to suspect that he must have used materials 
left by his predecessors and profited by their errors. This is not a 








1 lbid. pp. xx and lv. 
2 Manu-Smryii, xii. 106, 
* 3 Brahma-Satra, IL, 1. 1]. 
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mere inference however, for Vatsyayana in his .Commentary on: 
G.S, I. 1. 52 actually tells us that there was a school of Naiyā- 
yikas who required ten premises in a syllogism, and that Gotama. 
reduced their number to five! This is quite probable, for Indian 
systematists always favour brevity, and even Gotama's five pre- 
mises were subsequently reduced by others to three. Gotama: 
therefore, must have been preceded by other labourers in the same 
field whose works have been eclipsed by his superior treatise. , 
External evidence would lead us even a step further, The two 
passages from Apastamba Dharma-Sütra, referred to above, show 
that the word न्याय was formerly applied to Pūrva-Mimāmnsā.. 
Similarly passages are also found in many ancient Smrtis and also. 
some modern works in which the same word or its derivatives are 
used in connection with Jaimini's system. So late a writer as AMad- 
havacarya calls his epitome of Jaiminis work न्यायमालाविस्तर, 
while many other Mīmāňsēā works have न्याय as part of their 
title. The various theses propounded in Jaimini's work are called 
Nydyas, and even Panini uses the word in a similar sense?: How 
then are we to explain the fact that & word so generally used by 
the Mimarhsakas came afterwards to designate the rival and tota- 
lly dissimilar system of Gotama? As a general rule we find that. 
when a new school arises it coins its own phraseology to disting- 
uish itself from its predecessors. In this case, however, the follo- 
wers of Gotama appropriated an old word, and that word stuck to 
them so fast as to become afterwards their exclusive property. 
The explanation, it seems, lies in the fact that the science of logic 
which afterwards developed into a separate system was originally 
the child of Pürva Mimamsa. 

Analogy of other arts and sciences points to the same conclusion. 
All sciences in India appear to have sprung out of sacrificial neces- 
sities, Astronomy was founded on the rules by which Vedic Reis 
ascertained the correct time for performing periodical sacrifices, 
from the movements of heavenly bodies. While medicine had its 
germ in the analysis of the properties of Soma plant and other 
sacrificial substances, music was first cultivated by the Udgatr 
priest for singing his Sáman hymns, and a knowledge of archite- 
cture and geometry was found to be essential in constructing the 
‘sacrificial pandal and the Vedi. It is probable, therefore, that the. 








1 Vat. on G. S., I. 33. 
c. 2 Panini’s Sutra III. 2. 122. 
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a special function of the Brahman priest to give decision on 
any disputed points that might arise in the course of a sacrifice, 
and this he could not have done unless he was a master of ratioci- 
nation. Such decisions, which may be likened to the chairman's 
rulings in a modern assembly, are scattered through ihe ancient 
Brahmanas, and are collected together as so many Wydyas in the 
ancient Pirva-Mimamhsa aphorisms of Jaimini. The philosophical 
disquisitions were collected in the various Upanisads and produced 
the system cf Utiara-Mimamsa. Jaimini lays down many rules 
of exegesis which seem to be the direct progenitors of the logical 
rules of Gotama. The various tests for instance illustrated in the 
third chapter of Jaimini’s attempt to determine whether a rite or 
a Vedic direction is principal or auxiliary are only so many varie- 
ties of inference. The Fg so often mentioned by Jaimini must 
have suggested the gg and अपदेश of Gotama and Kanāda respec- 
tively. We may therefore suppose that it is the Mimamsakas 
who, first prompted by exegetical necessity, developed sundry 
rules of logic which they illustrated by means of what they called 
Nyayas or theses. When therefore Manu or Apastamba speaks of 
तर्क or न्याय we must understand by the term these rules of infe- 
rence as applied to Vedic inferpretation. The utility of these rules 
for other purposes, founded as they mainly are on the broad basis 
of common sense, could not but have been perceived very soon 
and naturally taken advantage of. This secularization so to say of 
these exegetical rules of Purva-Mimamsa gave birth to a science 
which was at first known by the name of आन्वीक्षिकी, It probably 
got its modern appellation of १५.४७, when Gotama raised it into 
a philosophical system by including in his treatise disquisition on 
sundry metaphysical topics, suchas the origin of knowledge, eter- 
nity of sound, nature of proof and the agency of God. If this 
hypothesis is cor rect, we can form a tolerably clear idea of the task 


Gotama set before himself and which he has performed so admi- 


rably. From a bundle of experimental rules which were known 
only as a secular art called आन्वीक्षिकी and said by some io be 
subsidiary to अथर्ववेद Gotama evolved a system which at once 
became the rival of the two Mimamsds and which from thence 
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forward exercised a strong sway over generations of Indian 
Pandits, Gotama can very well be compared in this respect with 
Aristotle or Immanuel Kant, .Nay in one sense his influence has 
been even greater; for Kant and Aristotle failed to supplant their 
predecessors completely, while Gotama constructed a new system, 
as it were, which eclipsed all previous attempts and which has 
from his time become the sole standard for posterity. 

The work of Gotama differs in many respects from that of 
Kanāda, While the former is methodical and details a system of 
logic practically complete, the latter discloses no consistent aim 
and no arrangements of parts, It has the appearance of a loose 
bundle of critical notes on the principal philosophical topics of the 
day. This fact raises a doubt as to whether Kanādas aphorisms 
were ever the real basis of the Vaiéesika system as we find it now. 
The oldest exponent of the complete system as described in all 
modern Vaiíesika works is Pragastapada, and he may, for aught we 
know, be its real founder also. The supposition is not so improbable as 
it might appear at first sight. Almost all the peculiar doctrines that 
distinguished the later Vaiéesikas from the Naiydyikas and other 
schools are to be found in Prasastapada’s work and are conspicu- 
ously absent in Kanüda's Süiras. The doctrines about ga, पाकः 
जोत्त्पत्ति, franrs भाग, and several others, which are regarded as 
peculiarities of the Vaiéesiba system, are not even touched upon in 
Kanādas aphorisms, although they are pretty fairly discussed in 
Praéíastapüda's Bhasya. The seven categories ou which the whole 
Vaisegika system is based are probably an afierthought; and even 
the doctrine of तिशष which according to some gave the name to 
the system appears to be a later development. Kanada restricts 
the word अर्थ (categories properly so called) to three things only, 
द्रव्य, गुण and qu; Praéastapada enlarges the number to six, and 
some later author added अभाव. 


It is true that the aphorism धर्मविशेषप्रसतादू द्रव्यगुणकमैसामान्यः 
विशेपसमवायानां पदार्थानां साघरम्यैपैधम्याभ्यां तत्त्वज्ञानान्निःश्रेयसासोद्धिःः enu- 
merates the six categories; but this aphorism is most probably a 
later interpolation. It is inordinately long, unlike other aphorisms 
of Kanada, and contains a number of distinct propositions that 





1 अथे इति द्रव्ययुणकर्मसु । V. S., VIII. 2. 3. | 
2 Several Mss. of PraSastapada’s Bhüsya end with the colophon 


इति प्रशस्तपादविरचितं द्वव्यादिपट्पदार्थभाष्य समाप्तम्‌. 
3 7. &, 1. 1. 4. 
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would have sufficed for half a dozen Sütras. Besides it is very 
awkwardly worded if not positively ungrammatical. A compari: 
son of this aphorism with the opening passage of Praéastapüda's 
scholium leaves hardly any doubt about its spuriousness. Prasasta- 
püda's passage runs thus :— ्रव्ययुणकर्मसामान्यविशेषसमवायानां षण्णां 
पदाथानां साधम्मवैधम्यंतत्त्वशानं fug: । तच्चेश्वर्‌चोदनाभिव्यक्ताद्धर्मा- 
aan? 

Now one of these two passages must be an adaptation of the 
other. According to Kirandvali this passage of Pragastapada 
explains only the first three süiras of Kanada, which implies that 
the fourth sütra quoted above was unknown to the scholiast. 
Hence if Kiranüvali is to be believed, the aphorism must be the 
later of the two. Sridhara, the author of Nytya-Kandali, speaks 
to the same effect. In introducing the last sentence he says that 
it was added to remove any apparent inconsistency between the 
preceding sentence and Kanādas second aphorism यतो$भ्युदयाने:- 
श्रेयससिद्धिः स धर्मः। The inconsistency is that while according to the 
scholiast knowledge of categories is the means of निःश्रेयस, Kanada 
speaks of it as resulting from घर्म; and this inconsistency is remo- 
ved by the scholiast by adding that the knowledge of categories 
itself springs from wii as revealed in divine commandments. So 
according to Sridhara this last clause is an addition of the scholiast 
intended to remove the apparent inconsistency, and yet it is the 
opening words of the fourth Sutra, धमैविशेषप्रसतात्‌.. Hither these 
words or the whole aphorism must therefore have been suggested 
by Praéastapüda's passage. It the aphorism, as it stands now, 
had existed before, there would have been no सूत्रविरोध and there- 
fore no necessity for Prasastapada’s additional clause तच्चेश्वरचोदना- 
मिव्य़क्ताद्षमांदेव. We must, therefore, suppose that the aphorism 
was added by some later writer in order to supply what appeared 
to him an oversight of Kanada. Besides, the fact that there 
should have been even the suspicion of a contradiction between 
the enumeration of six categories and Kandda’s second sutra 
proves that the six categories were not thought of by Kanāda and 
were for the first time mentioned by his scholiast, Pragastapada, 
We must, therefore, construe the aphorism अथे इति द्रव्यगुणकर्मसु? 
as implying that Kanada mentioned only three categories to which 
the scholiast added three more, while the seventh was added still 





—————— 
] P. B., Ben. ed., pp. 6, 7. 
2 V. &, VIII. 2. 3. 
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later! If any doubt is felt on the point, a critical examination of 
the aphorisms which are supposed to define सामान्य and विशेष will 
dispel it. These aphorisms speak of विशेष as well as of सामान्य in a 
way quite different from the later conceptions of the two categories. 
Aphorisms सामान्यं विशेष इति gaga and अन्यत्रान्त्यभ्यो विशेषेभ्यः 
are especially significant. The first shows that Kandda used the 
word विशेष as a relative term opposed to सामान्य, meaning that 
the notions of genus and differentia are always relative, and that 
the same property may be a genus with respect to one class, and & 
differentia with respect to another class of things. yer, for insta- 
noe, is a genus as including all jars under one class, and a differe- 
ntia as distinguishing all jars from other substances, as cloth and 
men. The second aphorism shows that Kanada distinguishes ulti- 
mate difference of things from other differentiae by giving to the 
former the special name of अन्त्यविश्षेप, It is these ultimate diffe- 
rences that are denoted by the later Vaisesikas by the category 
fiw; and the fact that Kanada regards them only as one species 
of differentia shows that he did not include them in a separate 
category having absolute and not merely relative existence, The 
conclusion is irresistible that the अन्त्यविशेष5, which were at first 
only one kind of differentia, were afterwards developed into an 
independent category. The notions of सामान्य and समवाय can 
also be shown to have originated in the same way.? 


It will be thus seen that, unlike Nydya, Vaifesika was never 
given out to the world asa out and ‘dry system. It was gradually 
evolved as the ever-flowing stream of controversy suggested new 
points or disclosed the faults of old ones. Prasasiapada thus oc- 
cupies a somewhat intermediate position between Kandda and 
his later commentators. He is sufficiently removed in time from 
Kanada to call him a muni and a disciple of Maheívara, while 
he himself is regarded almost as a semi-mythical personage by 
later writers. His age cannot, however, be ascertained even ap- 
proximately. The earliest known commentary on Praéastapada's 
work is that of Sridhara who gives his own date as 991 A. D. 
He must also have preceded Saakarücürya who seems to quote 








1 V.S., I. 2. 3-6. : 
2 Similarly while Kagada mentions only 17 qualities, the scholiast 


adds seven more, गुरुत्व and others, making in all 24, which number has 
been accepted by all later writers. 


9 P. B., Ben. ed., pp. 1 and 329, 
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from him several times. The opinions ascribed by Sankaracarya 
to the Kanada school are all found in ! Prasastapüda's work.? 
Sricarana, in his commentary on Sariraraka-Bhasya called Pra- 
kafartha, says that a particular view oriticised by Samkara be- 
longs to the older school of Vaifesikas though opposed to that 
contained in Ravana’s Bhasya. The view referred to is propoun- 
ded by Praíastapáda who must therefore be older than Ravana. 
This Bhasya of Ravana which may be a commentary either on 
Kanüda's Sutras or Praíastapüda's own work, is not available, 
nor is its date known. Udayana’s Kiramüvali is, however, said 
to have been based upon it If this Ravana is the same as the 
reputed author of a commentary on Rgveda, he appears to have 
been a very ancient author, and Pragastapdda must be still older. 
Moreover, if Pragastapdda was, as suggested above, the first to 
enumerate the six categories, he must have preceded Vaisyayana 
who mentions them.* Nothing more definite can be said on the 
point for the present and we must, therefore, leave Prasastapada’s 
date too as one of the uncertainties of Indian chronology. 


The age of commentaries proper begins with Vaésyayana, other- 
wise known as Paksila-Svamin, whose commentary on Gotama’s 
work is the oldest known work of the kind we now possess.® 
Vatsyayana must have lived about the end of the 5th century A. D. 
for he preceded the well-known Buddhist teacher Dinndga who is 








1 Cf. the passages in Sariraka-Bhagya (Anandashram cd., pp. 514-5, 
and p. 519) with the passages in P. B., Ben. ed., p. 48 and p. 328 
respectively. 

2 Pragastapida has also been referred to as मरास्तचरण, TASTAT and 
प्रदास्तदेव and some even identify him with Gotama., See Vindhyesvari- 
prasada’s Intro. to Vaisesika Darsana (Bibl. Ind. ed. ). Ss 

3 P. B., Ben. ed., Intro., p. 12 note. 

4 Vat. on G. S., I. 1. 9. 


5 1f, Caraka, the writer of medicine, is correctly identified with: 


Patafijali, Pragastapida must be anterior to him. See pp. XXVII-XXVIII 
supra. 

6 Was Valsyayana a Buddhist? Some have supposed him to be so 
because his work does not begin with a prayer to any of the Hindu 
deities. But the epithet Svimin as well as the fact that the Buddhist 
writer Difindga controverts his views should leave no doubt about his 
orthodoxy. He was also called Dramila (Dravida?) or Paksilasvimin, 
He was a native of Conjeeveram and lived about A. D. 400, i. e. a century 
before Diünüga and Vasubandhu. See S. G. Vidyabhusana’s Indian Logic, 
Mediaeval School, pp. 68-72. i 
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‘said to have lived in the early part of the 6th century! Dianaga 
was succeeded hy the celebrated Udystakara who is mention- 
ed by Subandhu writing in the 7th century. Udyotakara is said 
to have written his work to dispel the errors of Dinnaga and 
others, and Vécaspati in his Tika adds that his principal object 
was to defend Vütsyáyana against the attacks of Dinnaga.® 

According to the Jain Sloka-Vartika, Udyotakara was in his 
turn answered by Dharmakirti* Now Dharmakwii is known to 
have lived in the first half of the 7th century5; Dinndga and 
Udyotakara therefore must have belonged to the 6th, and Vateya- 
yana at the latest to the end of the Sth century. Vatsyayana is 
not, however, the earliest scholiast on Gotama’s Sutras. The 
alternative interpretations of G. S., I. 1.5 given by him show that 
the traditional meaning was obscured at his time, and that several 
writers before him had interpreted the Sutras in different ways. 
The interval between Gotama and Vátsyáyana is considerable and 
could not have passed without producing some notable writers; 
yet no relics of the period appear to have been left behind. Either 
the Scythian inroads which ravaged the country from the 180 cen- 
tury B.C. to the 4th century A. D. must have swept away all 
literary records of the period or some unknown cause must have 
lulled philosophical activity for the time. 

After Udyotakara there seems to have occurred another long 
gap in the succession of orthodox AVyáya writers until the end of 








1 Max Miller, India, What can it teach us? Ist ed., p. 320. Dihnüga 


is said to have introduced the universal proposition व्याप्ति into the Indian 
syllogism for the first time. 


2 Vasavadatia (Calc. ed, p. 235) has न्यायश्चितिमिवोद्योतकरस्वरूपास्‌। 
See also Dr. Hall's Preface to his edition of that work. Udyotakara was 
called Bharadvija and lived at Thaneshwar near Delhi. He was a pre- 
ceptor of the Pifupata sect. 

3 Sce quotation at P. B., Ben. ed., Intro., p. 10. Udyotakara him- 
self says :— . 

यदक्षपादः प्रवरो मुनीनां शमाय Bt जगतो जगाद | 
कुताकिंकाज्ञाननिदृत्तिदेतु: करिष्यते तस्य मया निवन्ध: ॥ 
. Also sce Weber, Reitschr. D. M. G., XXII. 727, and Colebrooke, 
Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I, p. 282, Cowell's notc. 

4 J. B. B. R. A. S., Vol. XVIII., p. 229. 

5 Ibid. p. 90. Dr. Satiscandra Vidyabhusana thinks that Dharma- 
Kirti and Udyotakara were contemporaries and flourished about 633 A. D. 
See Indian Logic, Mediaeval School, p. 105, and Bhandarkar Commemoration 
Volume, p. 164. 
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the 10th century, when a revival took place under the influence’ of 
-the author of न्यायकन्दली which is the earliest known commentary 
on Praéastapada’s Bhasya. Sridhara wrote at least three other 
works named अद्दयसिद्धि, तत्त्वबोध and तत्त्वसंवादिनी. The absence of 
.any eminent Nydya or Vaisesika writer between Udyotakara and 
Éridhara makes it highly probable that the tradition was broken 
in the interval. This interregnum so to say is the more inexpli- 
cable as the period was one of intellectual activity. Controversies 
between the Brahmins as represented, by the Mimaimsakas and 
- Vedantins on the one hand and the Buddhists and the Jainas on 
the other occupy almost the whole of this period; and it is strange 
that the followers of Gotama and Kanada did not freely enter into 
the fray. Väātsyāyana and Udyotakara set the ball of controversy 
rolling, but no Nyäya or Vaisesika writer seems to have taken up 
. the cudgels on their behalf immediately after Dharmakirti’s stric- 
, tures. The task of answering the great Buddhistic writer was left 
to Mimamsakas like Kumarila, Éaakarücürya and Mandana, who 
were by no means favourable either to the Ayüya or to the Vaise- 
gika system. — Dharmottara defended Dharmakirti against the 
criticism of Kumarila and Mandana, and we again find Sridhara, 
a Naiyayika, answering Dharmotiara. Though the Wyaya and 
Vaisesika systems had thus no spokesman of their own during, this 
interregnum, the individual doctrines inculeated by them were 
not a bit neglected. They were fully handled by the rival dispu- 
tants as if they had by that time become the common property of 
all schools, The Afimázisakas strongly controverted the doctrine 
of non-eternity of sound, and the Vedantins criticized the atomic 
theory. The Prabhakaras started novel views about Samavaya 
while all the schools fought over the proper number and nature of 
proofs, The answer to these criticisms came partly from the Bud- 
dhists and the Jainas and partly from the later Nyaya writers. 
The fact seems to be that at this time the Wyaya and much more 
the 7०६६७७ doctrines, despite smaller differences, found their 
strongest supporters among the Buddhists and the Jainas, many of 
whose tenets closely resembled the peculiar doctrines of the 
. Vaisesikas. The Nydya-Bindu, for instance, which can now be 
safely ascribed to Dharmakirti is a purely Vatéesika treatise 
while the Pramdna-Samuccaya of Dinnaga and Dharmakirti’'s 
Vartikas on it must also have been largely indebted to previous 


————À 
e वतच p. 47, and S. G. Vidyabhusana’s Indlan Logic, 
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Vaiéesika works, This must also be the reason why Vatéegtkas 
were at this time looked upon almost as heretics.! 

The alliance of the Vaisesikas with the Buddhists and the 
evident tendency of many of their theories t»wards atheism and 
materialism alarmed the orthodox writers of the MMimamsa and 
Vedanta schools who at once consigned them to the purgatory of 
non-believers, Saakarücürya calls them Ardha-Vatéegikas (Semi 
Buddhists), while Kumarila brackets them with Sakyas as here- 
tics who are frightened out of their wits by the advent of the faith- 
ful Mimamsakas. And yet a glance at Pragastapada’s Bhasya will 
show that the Vaiéesika were at least as orthodox and as decidedly 
anti-Buddhistic as either the Mfimarhsakas or the Vedantins. 
Praáastapüda begins with a prayer to God and concludes by ascri- 
bing the origin of the world as well as of the Vaiéesika system to 
Maheívara. He accepts the authority of Sruti and occasionally 
controverts the views of the Buddhists, The notion of Vaisesikas 
being heretical probably originated in the din of controversy bet- 
ween the Buddhists and the J/imázisakas, and the prejudice thus 
created stuck to them for a long time afterwards. The system of 
Nydya, however, seems to have escaped the stigma of heresy, 
probably owing to its comparative neglect in this period. The 
controversies of this period mainly raged round meta} hysical and 
theological questions which were monopolized by the Vatsesika, 
while the purely logical part of Gotama’s system did not provoke 
much opposition. Only one doctrine of the JVaiyüyikas was made 
the subject of controversy, namely the theory of a personal Creator 
of the universe. This doctrine was strongly advocated by the sect 
of Päśupatas, and various sub-sections of Bhagavaias. Those theis- 
tic Schools probably derived their inspiration from Gotama’s work, 
but they very soon became distinct religious sects.2 On the whole it 
appears that, although there is a lack of special Nyàya or Vatsegika 
works in this period, the various doctrines laid down by Gotama 
and Kandda were fully threshed out and underwent additions and 
alternations which were not even dreamt of by previous writers. 

The interregnum from Udyotakara’s time to the end of the. 
10th century may have been produced by various causes which 
SSS) 

1 For a detailed account of Jaina and Buddhistic Logicians, see Dre 
Satiscandra Vidyabhusana's Indian Logic, Mediaeval School and for Chinese 
and Japanese writers sec Sugiura’s Hindu Philosophy as preserved in China 
and Japan. 

2 Max Müller, History of Ancient Sanskrit Literature, p. 48, 
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‘cannot be known at present; nor can we say for certain how the 
subsequent revival was brought about. Perhaps learned men at 
‘this time were too much occupied with religious and sectarian 
disputes to attend to the drier subtleties of logic. The fact, how- 
ever, cannot be denied, for while none of the known works of 
Nyüya or Vaiiesika proper can be assigned to the interval bet- 
ween the 7th and the 10th centuries, the succeeding age is marked 
by such an inrush of Wyáya and Vaišesika writers as more than 
atoned for the inactivity of the previous period. The most notable 
productions of this later age are a series of commentaries on the 
works of Praéastapáda and Vàtsyáyana who had then come to be 
looked upon as ancient authorities to be explained and enlarged 
with reverence, rather than criticized or corrected by abler succes- 
‘sors, In this later period boldness and originality of thought 
dwindle in proportion to an increase of scholastic subtlety. The 
range of topics is limited, but each is treated with a greater full- 
ness and ingenuity. There is a distinct tendency towards scholas- 
ticism, which afterwards assumed such abnormal proportions in 
the Nuddea school, but the change was not completed till four 
centuries later. It may be described as an age of transition from 
the genuine philosophy of mediaeval India to the scholastic verbi- 
age of modern times; and it is a striking fact that this age nearly 
coincides with the growth of scholasticism in mediaeval Europe. 
It is not a little remarkable that the history of Indian logic bears 
in this respect a close analogy to the progress of thought in Europe. 
If Gotama lived about the same time as Aristotle, Vaisyayana 
was probably the contemporary of Boethius and the Revivalists; 
while the modern Acaryas such as Sridhara, Vücaspati and Uda- 
yana flourished in the same age which produced Thomas Aquinas 
and Duns Scotus in the West. Are we then to suppose that human 
mind in India as well as in Europe passed successively through 
the same phuses of philosophic development and nearly at the same 
rate.of progress? The question is difficult to answer, but the coin- 
cidences are none the less interesting, 

The first writer of this age of revival was Sridhara who wrote 
his Nyäya-Kandali in 991 A. D. Sridhara takes great pains to 
refute the opinicns of Kumdrila and Sureivara alias Mandana on 


1 Sec P. B., Len. ed., p. 331. The colophon contains the line 
ध्यधिकदशाचरनवड्तशाकाब्द न्यावकन्दळी रचिता | which gives Sake 913 i. e. 991 
A. 2, as the date of the composition of the work. Bhandarkar ( Report 

(Continued on the next page ) 
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the one hand as well as Dharmottara on the other, a fact which 
seems to show that Sridhara was the first eminent 29686 writer 
after them, Rdjasekhara, ७ Jaina commentator on Nyaya-Kandali; 
mentions three other commentaries on Prasastapada’s Bhasya, besi- 
des Sridhara’s work, viz., the Vyomavatt of Sivacarya, the Kira- 
müvali of Udayana and the Lilávatt of Sri Vatsa or Vallabha, all 
of which were written after Sridhara’s work but before the end of 
the 13th century. ‘he chronological order of these writers may be 
fixed as Sridhara, Vallabha, Udayana and Sivadiya. All of them 
came to be looked upon as eminent authorities and honoured with 
the title of Acarya. Each of them was distinguished for some 
new conception, or original treatment of old topics. The works of 
Vallabha and Sivaditya are not yet available so as to enable us to 
form any definite opinion about them, but their views are frequ- 
ently quoted and criticized in later works. Udayana’s Kiragüvah 
was probably left unfinished by the author, as all the Mss, hither- 
to available contain only the chapters on द्रव्य and गुण. Sri- 
dhara lived as stated above at the end of the tenth century. He 
was followed by Vacaspati Misra in the llth century, who wrote 
commentaries on all the principal philosophy systems, and whose 
works have been deservedly held in the highest estimation by the 
succeeding generations.®. Vücaspati, the author of Bhématt and 
Samlkhya Tattva Kaumudi, wrote an equally able commentary on 
the Vartikas of Udyotakara, called Varlika-Vatparya-Ttka and 
this Tiké of Vacaspati became the text of another commentary. 
Tatparya-Pariswldhi by Udayana* Udayandcdarya, the author of 
Kiranávali and Parisuddhi lived, therefore, some time after Vàca- 


—————————— 

(Continued from last page) 

on Search of Sk. Mss. for 1881-4, p. 314) reads the line as अधिकदशोत्तर 
which gives the dale Sake 910 or 988 A. D., but this must be a mistake, 
for the word अधिक is inexplicable without त्रि. 

1 P. B., Ben. ed., Intro. p. 19. f 

2 86० the opening passage of Tarka-Dipika, p. 1, and Note thereon, 
p. 72 infra. : 

3 J.B. B. R. A. S., Vol. xviii, p. 90. Cowell in the preface to his 
translation of Kusumjrali tries to prove that Vacaspati lived in the 
10th century; but his view cannot be accepted as Vacaspati quotes 
राजवा्तिक of King Bhoja who reigned in A. D. 993. Satiscandra Vidya- 
bhusana also places Vacaspali in 976 A. D. when he is said to have com- 
posed his Nyaya-suci-nibandha. 

4° Bhandarkar, Report on search of Sk. MSS. for 1883-4, p. 81. 
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-spati, and may be assigned to the end of the 12th century. 
. Udayana is the greatest Naiyayika writer of this age, He com- 
` bines, in himself the two-fuld character of an eminent dialectician 
and a religious revivalist, and has consequenily become the centre 
of a number of traditions which have perhaps little foundation in 
fact. A story, for instance, is told of his having once made a pilg- 
rimage to the temple of J agannütha, where he found the temple- 
door shut against him, On this the irate Naiyayika addressed the 
following couplet to the Deity :— 

l ऐृश्वयैमदमत्तोऽसि मामवज्ञाय वतेसे | 

उपस्थितेषु बौद्धेषु मदधीना तव स्थितिः ॥* 

; « Infatuated with omnipotence as thou art, thou treatest me 
with contempt; but (remember) when the heretics approach, thy 
very existence depends upon me. L 

This irreverent apostrophe was probably founded on the fact 
that Udayana wrote two well known treatises to prove the existe- 
nce of God and to refute the atheistical objections of the Bauddhas 

and other heretics, These treatises respectively known as Kusu- 

_manjalt and Bauddha-dhikkara, though small, prove Udayana to 

_be a very acute and powerful writer. Udayana is said to have 
carried on a vigorous crusade against the Bauddhas and the 
Jainas; and if Monier Williams is right in assigning the complete 
decay of Buddhism in India to the beginning of the thirteenth 

_ century, Udayana must have taken a leading part in giving the 
death-blow. At any rate the great prominence given in all the 
later works to इंश्वरकारणवाद or the doctrine of a personal Creator 
of the Universe may be ascribed to Udayana's influence It is 
highly probable that Udayana’s works gave a strong impetus to the 

_ Éaiva, Vaisnava and other theistic sects which arose in large num- 

- bers at this time. Waiyayikas amongst all the Indian systematists 
were from henceforward the strongest supporters of monotheism, 
and the Nuddea School in later times produced one of the greatest 

" Jeaders of a modern theistic movement, viz. Caitanya of Bengal. 
TEC 

1 Cowell's Preface to his translation of Kusumaiijaliल p. x; J. B. B. 
R. A. S., Vol. XVIII, pp. 89, 90. Dr. S. G. Vidyabhusana places him about 

_ 984 A. D. on the authority of a verse in his Laksapavali. Vide Bhandarkar 

. Commemoration Volume, p. 165. 

2 Nehemiah Gore's Rational Refutation of Hindu Philosophy translated 


by F. Hall, p. 6, note. 
3 Monier Williams, Buddhism, p. 170. 
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f'radition ascribes to Udayana the first conception of the idea 
of uniting the two sister systems of Nydya and Vaisesika into one 
harmonious whole. Udayana’s extant works do not, howeyer, sup- 
port this theory, although it is not improbable that he threw out 
hints to that effect, which led some later writer to make the expe- 
riment. The earliest known work in which the two systems are 
found actually combined, as in many later works, is the Sapta- 
Padartht of Sivddilya Misra! and it is possible that he was the 
first to put the idea into practice. Sivaditya is also the first 
writer to mention 4bhàva as the seventh category and to intro- 
duce a systematic discussion of logical questions under बुद्धि, Sapic- 
Padarths way, therefore, be regarded as the model of all such later 
manuals as Tarka-Samigraha, Tarka-Kaumudi and Larkamria. 

As to Vallabhacarya his exact date is uncertain, but he 
appears to have preceded the author of Sapta-Padartht if not also 
Udayana. This seems probable from the mention of Nyaya- 
Lilüvati in a Canarese poem named Daréana-sara written by a 
contemporary poet in praise of King Singhana of the Yadava 
dynasty of Devagiri, who reigned from A. D. 1210 to 1247. 
Daríana-süra also mentions Udayana and some other writers;? but 
nothing further can be said about it until the work is available to 
the public. It is superfluous perhaps to remark that this Vallabha, 
the author of Nydya-Lilavati,, was quite a different personage 
from the great Vaisnavite reformer of that name who flourished in 
the 15th century * 

IL———————— 

1 A MS. of Jinavardhana’s commentary on Sapta-Padarthi is in the 
Deccan College Library. This Jinavardhana lived in Sarwat 1471. Peterson 
mentions a MS. of सप्तपदार्थीबृत्ति named मितभाषिणी by Madhava-Sarasvati, 
as dated Sarhvat 1405. See Report of the Search of Sanskrit MSS. for 
1896, p. 24. Also Bhandarkar's Report for 1882-83, p. 25. Prof. Ghate 
mentions a third commentary पदार्थचन्द्रिका by Sesinanta. Prof. Ghate 
places Udayana in 984 A. D. and Gaigcsa in the llth century, and Siva- 
ditya between the two. j. 5. 5. 2. &. Socicty, xxiii, 9. 34. 

2 Bhandarkar, Early History of the Deccan, p. 82. 

3 Iam indebted for this information to my fricnd Mr. K. B. Pathak, 
formerly of the Deccan College. He saw a Canarese Ms. of दर्शनसार in 
the library of Brahma-Süri 6६801 of Sravana Belgole in Mysore territory. 
It is not known when the book was written, but the author appears to 
have been a contemporary of fagi. 

4 Another writer Jayanta wrote Nyäya-Mañjari, an independent 
commentary on Nyiya-Sitras. He was a native of Kashmir and lived in the 
llth century. He quotes Vacaspati and refutes Buddhists. 
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A host of smaller writers such as Varadarüja and Afallinatha 
may be mentioned as belonging to this second period, but they do 
not seem to have left any lasting mark on subsequent literature. 
The period may be roughly said to have closed about the beginn- 
ing of the 14th century. It is marked by a great activity in the 
beginning and at the end, with an intervening blank which lasted 
for about 3 centuries and which sharply divides the older from the 
later school of writers. The contlict of opinions between the Vaise- 
$ikas and the Noiyayikas as well as the differences between the 
ancient and the modern schools of Naiydyikas, which are so 
frequently discussed in modern works, seem to have originated in 
this period; and it was perhaps the growth of these minute diffe- 
rences that created at the end of this period a reaction in favour of 
amalgamating the two systems, This attempt at amalgamation, 
however, produced an effect exactly contrary to what was intended, 
for it stereotyped the differences instead of removing them. We 
find that in this period aimost all the principal doctrines were 
evolved and the details were worked out, on which the dialecti- 
cians of the third period were exclusively to spend their scholastic 
. ingenuity and produce volumes after volumes without making any 

real progress, With Udayana and Siváditya we lose sight of 
writers who deserve to be called Acaryas, as having aimed at ori- 
ginality and written epoch-making books, The class of Acdryas, or 
masters, was henceforward to give place to that of mere Upa- 
dhyayas or ordinary pundits. The race of giants was to be succeed- 
ed by a remarkably versatile and disputatious troop of dwarfs. 
Philosophy lost its freshness as well as its charm, and gradually 
. degenerated into a bundle of endless controversies, 

The end of the 14th century saw the commencement of the 
third period of Ayaya literature; and Ganges, or Gangesopadh- 
yaya, the author of Z'ativa-Ciutümani, may be said to be its oracle. 
He founded a new school of text-writers and commentators who 
afterwards came to be known as the Nuddea school owing to their 
having chiefly flourished in the tols of Nuddea or Navadvipa in 

‘Lower Bengal. The distinguishing features of the writers of the 
school were their overwhelming pride, an abnormal development 
` of the critical faculty, and a total disinclination to go out of the 
narrow grooves of traditional doctrines. The original Sütras and 
-the scholia on them recede into background, while Gaageía's work 
. itself becomes the centre of a mass of literature unparalleled in 
any other country or age, Here we see at one and the same time 
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scholasticism at its climax and irue philosophy at its lowest depth. 
We might wade through volumes cf controversial jargon without 

«Coming across a single flash of deep thought or'real insight into the 
nature of things. Mere conventionalities and distinctions without 
a difference are the weapons in this wordy warfare, with which one 
disputant tries to defend his thesis or to vanquish a rival. It may 
be doubted if either the writer or the reader is made a whit the 
wiser by all this labour. 

All the writers of this school are not, however, equally faulty in 
this respect. The earlier ones especially show a considerable 
freedom of thought which is quite refreshing. The most notable 
of this kind is Gangesopadhyaya, the founder of the Nuddea school, 
whose exact date is not known, but who probably lived about the 
end of the llth century. 0८३४८६७ quotes Vacaspati, while his 
son Vardhaména wrote commentaries on Udayana’s Kiranüval 
and Vallabha’s Lilaévatt. Gangesa must have therefore lived after 
the I2th century. Gangesa was followed by two writers of note, 
Jayadeva and Vasudeva. According to Burnell Jayadeva, other- 
wise known as Paksadhara Misra, wrote his Manyaloka, a com- 
mentary on GazZgeía's Tattua-Cintamani, about 5 centuries ago, 
that is, about the middle of the 14th century, but this is highly 
improbable! Vasudeva Sárvabhawma, a fellow student of Jaya- 
deva and the author of a commentary on ७८४१४०८६७७ work, had four 
pupils of whom the first Gaurazga, popularly known as Caitanya, 
the celebrated religious reformer in Bengal, was born about 1485 
A. D2 Both Saérvahhauma and Jayadeva must, therefore, have 
lived in the latter part ot the 15th century, and Gangesa at least 
a generation or two earlier. Jayadeva is said to have studied 





1 Burnell, Catalogue of Tanjore MSS., Vol. YI, p. 117. Jayadeva was 

- noted for his intellectual powers. He got the nickname पक्षपर for having 

mastered a difficult book in a fortnight. He is probably the same as the 

author of प्रसन्नराघव but is different from the poet who composed गीतगोविन्द. 
Raghuniátha Siromani is said to have been his pupil for some time. 

2 Cowell ( Colebrooke's Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I, p. 281) gives the 
date of Gaitanya’s birth as 1489; but sec Bose's History of Hindu Givi- 
lization, Vol. I, p. 43. Gaitanya died in A. D. 1527. Vindhycévariprasüda 
quotes a verse current among Nuddea Pundits शाके मुनिव्योमयुगेन्दुगण्ये पुण्ये 
तिथौ फाल्गुनपार्णमास्याम्‌ | त्रेलोक्यभाग्योदयपुण्यकीतिर्देवः शचीनन्दन आविरासीत्‌॥ 
Here the word JT may mean two or four and so will give cither 
1207 or 1407 as the date of Gauránga's birth, Sce Intro; to aifejikg 
Darsana ( Bibl. Ind. ed. ), p. 32, 
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Tativa-Cintamani with his uncle Harimiéra, which shows that 
Gaágesa's work was already a standard book in the first half of the 
15th century. We shall nct be wrong therefore in placing Gangeia 
in the latter part of the 14th century at the latest. 

Vasudeva Sarcabhauma must have been a remarkable man, for 
all of his pupils distinguished themselves in different fields. The 
first, Caitanya, founded a Vaiszava sect which soon spread over 
the whole province of Bengal and revolutionized as it were the 
religious life of the people. The fact is noteworthy that the grea- 
test exponent of the doctrine of faith in modern times received his 
early training in the dialectics of Nyaya philosophy. The devout 
mind of Caitanya must have no doubt recoiled from the scholastic 
subtleties of Gangesa, but they could rot have failed to influence 
many of his views. Vasudeva’s second pupil Raghunétha, other 
wise known as Zarka-Siromani or simple Siromani, wrote Didhiti, 
the best commentary on ९४८४४०४०१७ Tattva-Cintamani, and is ack- 
nowledged to be the highest authority among the modern Natya- 
yikas. The third was Raghunandana, the lawyer and the author 
of a commentary on Jimüta-vühana's Dàya-vibhaga, and is now 
held to be the best current authority on the Bengal School of 
Hindu law. The fourth, Krsndnanda, also wrote works on charms 
and other kindred subjects? All these writers being contempora- 
ries of Caitanya must have flourished in the beginning of the 16th 
century. Raghundtha Sivomani wrote besides Didhiti commenta- 
ries on Udayana’s works and a few other treatises, one of which is 
Padàrtha-Khandama or a refutation of Vaisegika categories. He 
was succeeded by a series of commentators whose sole ambition 
seems to have been to make the Diihiti as unintelligible and ter- 
rible to the student as possible. Raghundtha’s immediate succes- 
sors were Jfathurünatha, Hariréma Tarkalo?hküra and Jagadiía, 
who were followed by their respective pupils, Rughudeva and 
Gadühara. Gadādhara may be called the prince of Indian school 
men, and in him the modern A'yáya dialectics reached its climax. 
He was such a thorough-going Natiyayika that when asked to think 
of the prime cause of the universe on his death-bed, instead of 
contemplating God he is said to have repeated the words पीलवः 





1 Prof. Ghate places Gatigefa in the llth century on the authority of 
a Ms. of Jayadeva’s Aloka transcribed in Lakrmana Sativat 159 corresponding 
to A. D. 1267. Sce JBBRAS, xxiii, p. 93 and VindhyeSvariprasiida’s 
Intro. to Vaifesika Darsana ( Bibl. Ind.), p. 82. 

2 Bhimicirya, Jjaya-Koga, Intro., p. 6, 
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पीलवः पीलवः (atoms, atoms, atoms)! His sixty-four treatises of 
Vadas as they are called on as many topics noticed in Tattva- 
Cintamani form a continuous commentary on Siromani’s Didhiti 
and Jayadeva’s Aloka; but several of them are not yet available. 
Gadadhara having come about two generations after Raghunatha 
must be assigned to the end of the 16th or the beginning of the 
17th century. He was thus nearly contemporaneous with Lord 
Bacon whose denunciations of scholasticism may be most appositely 
illustrated by extracts from Gadadhara’s writings. Akbars was 
an augustan age in India, and scholars like Gadadhara found a 
congenial atmosphere in the peaceful times of the great and enli- 
ghtened Mogul; but Akbar’s death put an end to all dreams of a 
revival of letters, The wars and anarchy of the next two centuries 
afforded little scope for the cultivation of philosophy, and we ^ 
accordingly find that even scholastic Wyaya could not flourish 
after Gadadhara. 

The generation next after Gadāthara is represented by two 
writers standing on a somewhat lower level but equally famous. 
These were Sankara Mira, the author of Upaskára, a commentary 
on Kanüda's Sutras, and Visvandtha who wrote Siddhünta-Muktà- 
vali and Gotama-Sütra-Vrtti which is a commentary on Gotama’s 
aphorisms. Saakara Misra was a pupil of Raghudera the fellow 
student of Gadüdhara. There is some doubt as to the date of 
Visvanátha, but he most probably belonged to this age! 

It is remarkable that the Sutras of both Kandda and Gotama 
should have attracted the attention of commentators at about the 
same time. Sankara Misra and Viívanátha who respectively com- 
mented upon the works of Kanada and Gotama greatly resembled 
each other and were probably contemporaries. A kind of reaction 
against the excesses of Gadadhara seems to have led these writers 
to seek the fresher fountains of Sutras. Another sign of this re- 
action was the production of manuals adapted to the understanding 
of the beginners and explaining the latest ideas in the simplest 
language. The Bhdasa-Pariccheda, the Tarka-Saihgraha and the 
Tarkamria are instances of this class of books, which must have 
come as a relief to those students of Wydya who were hitherto lost 
in the mazes of Paiica-Laksani and Dasa-Laksani. In course of 





1 Rudrabhatta, brother of Visvanatha, wrote a commentary on 
Raghunitha’s Didhiti, called Raudri. MSS. of two of Rudrabhatta’s 
works are mentioned by Aufrecht (Catalogus Catalogorum ) as dated 1640 and 
1657 respectively. ; . 
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time these manuals too were overloaded with commentaries . but 
fortunately the commentaries on them, except perhaps two, never 
became as popular as the originals. The two exceptions are Visva- 
natha’s Siddhanta-Muktavali and Annambhetta’s Tarka-Dipika 
which being written by the authors of the original works are more 
like larger editions of those texts than mere explanatory glosses. 
These manuals proved very handy and useful to students, but they 
also marked the lowest watermark of the Wyaya and Vatsesika 
systems, Henceforward all originality was dead and the writers 
chiefly aimed at explaining the ideas of their predecessors instead 
of expounding their own. The Upadhyayas were now succeeded 
by writers whose highsounding names were in strange contrast 
with the worth of their productions. Avodas or annotations be- 
came plentiful, but original thinking was dead and gone comple- 
tely. Even these are now rare, and the once famous class of 
Naiyüyikas is in danger of being extinct for ever. 

The preceding résumé of the Wydéya and Vaisesika literature 
brings out, it is hoped, at least the one fact that that literature is 
as capable of ७ historical treatment as any other class of writings. 
It is the story of a gradual development of two philosophical 
systems which, springing out of a few elementary notions, attained 
their present proportions after many vicissitudes and in the course 
of several centuries. There must have been during this time consi- 
derable additions and alterations in the fundamental doctrines 
as conceived by the founders of the systems. The original nucleus 
was comparatively small, but the accretions and outgrowths seem 
to have assumed in time quite large proportions, What an amount 
of earnest thought and labour must have been devoted to this work 
of elaborating complete systems out of a few primary principles ! 
It was a process of evolution brought about partly by the natural 
law of growth and partly by the mutual action and reaction of the 
several systems of Indian philosophy. In the beginning the chief 
rivals of the Nydya and Vaisesika systems were the Sdmkhyas, 
whose theory of the anti-production reality of effects was diametri- 
cally opposed to the Natyayika doctrine of non-existent effect. 
Later they encounter the more formidable critics of the Mimamsa 
and Vedanta schouls who differed from them in so many particulars 
that a severe conflict between the rivals was iuevituble. The 
Mimamsaias aflirmed the eternity of sound, while the Naiyayikas 
denied it, The first enumerated six proofs, ihe Naiyayikas four, 
and the Vaifegikas only two, The Naiyayika assumed a personal 
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Creator, the Vedintins an impersonal Brahman, while the 
Mimémsakas would recognize nothing but the eternal Vedas. 
Again the Vedantins derived all creation from one ‘universal 
spirit, the Natiyayikas from hard minute atoms. The former were 
idealists par excellence, the latter out and out realists, The doct- 
rines of the former always tended towards mysticism and idealism, 
those of the latter towards materialism and disbelief. It was 
natural that systems so widely divergent should come into conflict 
with each other. The long-continued controversies between these 
rivals systematically influenced the tenets of all of them. While 
the Vedüntins incorporated much ‘of the logic of the Naiyayikas 
into their works, the latter did not disdain to borrow many of the 
theological views of the former. It would be absurd therefore to 
expect that any of these systems as propounded in modern works 
would agree in all respects with the views of the ancient authors. 
The JVaiyayikas themselves recognize this fact by contrasting 
wherever necessary the views of the moderns with those'of the 
ancients.. It is also noteworthy that there is no sharp line dividing 
the ancient and the modern schools of Naiyayikas, Sometimes 
the terms are applied to the Vaiéeikas and Natyayikas respecti- 
vely; sometimes to older authors like Vatsyayana and Praéasta- 
pàda, as opposed to the later ones of the Nuddea school; and 
occasionally even in that school to the author of Didhiti as dis- 
senting from 6679० 6, As an instance of the last, the student 
may compare the two definitions of करण, one insisting upon the 
qualification व्यापारवत्‌ and the other making proximity to the 
effect the sole test of causation, The line dividing the ancients 
and the moderns has thus continuously moved forward and for- 
ward, thereby showing that the Naiyayikas themselves acknow- 
ledged a progressive development of their philosophy. It ought 
to be an interesting study to mark the successive stages of this 
development, and discover the causes that may have led to them. 
The time may come when a deeper knowledge of the Nyaya and ~ 
Vaisegika literature will enable us to solve this problem. 

The foregoing observations have been mostly based on material 
obtainable from the literature of the Wyaya and, Vaisegika systems 
themselves; but works belonging to other philosophical systems as 
well as the vast literary treasures produced in ancient and medi- 
aeval India will, if properly examined, yield still more important 


n 2 
I Fora discussion of these two views, see Notes on Sec. 37, pp. 186-90, infra, 
TS..7 
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data for a history of Indian philosophy. A comparison of Greek 
logic with the logic of the Wydya must also be very instructive. 
Such a comparison will not only show how similar ideas and modes 
of thought occurred almost simultaneously and in the same histori- 
cal order to thinkers in two such distant countries as India and 
Greece, but it may also throw new light on some of the dark 
chapters in the history of Indian Logic, Space will not, however, 
permit me to enter into these interesting inquiries at present; and 
T must content myself with noting only one important fact which 
cannot be decently passed over in such a sketch as this. I, of 
course, refer to the striking resemblance which the syllogistic 
method of the Wydya bears to the Pre-Aristotelian dialectics in 
Greece. Zeno the Eleatic was the founder of this latter, and -Zeno 
must have been a contemporary of Gotama, or of at least some of 
his immediate predecessors! Zeno’s work, which is divided into 
three parts— upon, consequences, upon the interrogatory method 
of disputation, and upon sophistioal problems respectively— has 
many points of similarity with that of Gotama, while the interro- 
gatory method, cultivated by Zeno’s followers, the sophists, and 
brought to perfection in Plato's Dialogues, was almost identical 
with the syllogistic process of the Naiyayikas, The essence of this 
method consisted in driving an opponent to a point where he was 
either totally silenced or the absurdity of his position became self- 
evident. So far as the Waiydyikas were concerned this was not 
an accidental feature, for they have laid down a special rule that 
no premise in a syllogism can proceed without having a previous 
- आकाङ्का OF doubt, presumably started by an opponent in the con- 
troversy. Take the stock-example, “Mountain is fiery”, “Why?” 
« Beoauso it has smoke.” “What then!” “Wherever there is 
smoke, eto. ९, and so on, every premise being a reply to some pre- 
vious question, assumed until the imaginary querist has no more 
questions to ask. This is exactly the way Socrates used to argue 
with his real interrogators, or Euclid proved his theorems of 
geometry. Obviously this method is better suited for controversy 
than for purely didactic reasoning; and consequently we find 
. that Indian thinkers who came after the Naiyáyikas such as the 
Bauddhas and the : Vedàntins modified it to a considerable extent 
just as Aristotle did in Greece? The tripartite syllogism of 


—— 
] Whateley, Elements of Logic, p. 3. 
2 Golebrooke thinks that the three-membered syllogism of the | 
‘Vedanta was borrowed from the Greeks, but this 2: pour foc. "See 
Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. Y, p. 356. : Š 
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Aristotle was nothing more than a readjustment of the ancient 
dialectical syllogism, although Aristotle himself made too much of 
it and expected from it results which it was incapable of producing. 
Similarly those who claim superiority for the Aristotelian over the 
five-membered. syllogism of the Waiydyikas forget that both are 
mere instruments or mechanical aids for thinking, and as such can- 
not by themselves furnish an absolute guarantee for truth. Both 
have their peculiar merits as well as drawbacks, and consequently 
both must be judged from their proper standpoints, Aristotle dis- 
tinguished between the dialectic and the apodictic, i. e. the old and 
the new or his own syllogism, by asserting that the former proceed- 
ed from mere belief or an assumed hypothesis while the latter was 
based on scientific truth. There is much force in this distinction, 
and it may to some extent apply to the five-membered syllogism 
also, But Aristotle's criticisms can no longer be accepted without 
reservation even with respect to doctrines intimately known to 
him. Much less can he be accepted as a safe guide in adjudging 
the merits of Indian logic, 


It will not be proper to conclude this introductory sketch with- 
out noticing one more objection that is often advanced against the 
Nyaya- Vaisesika systems, namely that their heterogeneous charac- 
ter detracts considerably from their value as systems of pure logic. 
Indian Logicians, say these objectors, have, by their frequent digre- 
ssions on metaphysical and other topics, such as the categories, the 
sources of knowledge and the theory of atoms, been led into treat- 
ing the strictly logical questions either perfunctorily or in a wrong 
manner altogether. On a closer consideration, however, this 
heterogeneity of the Nydya and Vaisesika systems will be found to 
have been inevitable. The narrow conception of logic as being 
only a theory and art of proof and nothing more is no longer 
tenable. Modern investigations, such as those of Kant, Ueberweg 
and others, show that the purely logical questions are inseparably 
connected with others comprehended in the wider province of 
metaphysics, The best answer to the above objection can therefore 
be given in the words of an eminent modern writer ;— ; 


« Start as we may”, says Prof, Adamson, “in popular current 
distinctions, no sooner do logical problems present themselves than 
it becomes apparent that, for adequate treatment of them, reference 
to the principles of ultimate philosophy is requisite; and logic, as 
‘the systematic handling of such problems, ceases to be an indepen- 
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dent discipline and becomes a subordinate special branch of 
general philosophy. "3 

And again the same writer remarks :— 

“ Any criticism of a general conception of logic or special appli- 
cation thereof which does not rest upon criticism of the theory of 
knowledge implied in it must be inept and useless. It will also 
have become apparent that a general classification of logical schools 
as opposed to the reference of these to ultimate distinctions of 
philosophical theory is impossible, "? 

The Waiyayikas seem to have arrived at the same conclusion 
at an early period, and faced it boldly by embodying their views 
on all cognate and interdependent questions in a fairly consistent 
system. Gotama and Kanada were not therefore such fools in 
mixing logical and metaphysical topics in their works as some of 
their modern critics would believe them to be. Logic is no longer 
regarded as a theory of proof only; it is a theory of knowledge in 
general, and as such treats of many psychological and metaphysical 
topics which do not fall within the domain of the narrower science, 
Looked at from this standpoint Gotama's conception of his subject 
will be found to be remarkably accurate and just. Let us first 
understand him; and there will be then time enough to pick holes 
in his monumental work.® 


1 Prof. Adamson in his Art. Logic in Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th 
ed., Vol. XIV, p. 781. 

2 See Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th ed., Vol. XIV, p. 799. 

3 Max Müller in noticing my Brief Survey of Indian logic remarks 
at p. 476 of his Six Systems of Indian Philosophy : “ But unfortunately 
that period in the historical development of the Nyüya which is of the 
greatest interest to ourselves, namely that which preceded the compo- 
sition of the Nyaya-Sutras, had by him (i. e. myself) also to be left a 
blank, for the simple reason that nothing is known of WNyaya before 
Gotama"'. It should be remembered, however, that Nyüya was recognised 
as a separate system only after Gotama and that .all traces before him 
must be sought in the general philosophical literature such as the 
Upanisads, . 
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Annambhatta, the author of the Tarka-Sathgraha and the 
Dipikà, shares the fate of many Sanskrit writers of being known 
only in his works. The name itself looks anomalous, and is either 
a contraction of Ananta Bhatta or a Sanskritized form of the 
Canarese name Anna Bhatia. Little do we know about him, and 
that little mostly consists of. traditions which cannot be accepted as 
true without the strongest corroboration, Mr. R. B. Godbole, in 
his ‘Dictionary of Modern History of Indis", gives a detailed ° 
account of our author without however mentioning the source of 
his information. According to him, Annambhatta was a Tailang 
Brahman by birth and resided in a village named Garikapada, 
formerly in the possession of Nizam Ali; He lived in the 15th 
century at the time of the Calukyas, studied Nyaya at Kaundi- 
nyapura or Kondu Vidu for 12 years and became a famous 
Naiydyika, He established a College for teaching Wydya in his 
native town where he instructed his pupils in a graduated series 
of Nyáya works consisting of Zarka-Samgraha, Tarka-Dipika, 
Siddhànta-Muktüvali and Gadüdhari, He had many children 
none of whom survived him, and is said to have travelled out of 
his village only once in his life when he visited the shrine of Malli- 
karjuna at the advanced age of 55. From this it would appear 
that Annambhatia was posterior to both Gadüdhara and Vigva- 
nütha which is very probable; but then he could not have lived in 
the 15th century as stated by Mr. ७०१७०९. It has been shown 
elsewhere,” that Gadüdhara must have flourished in the latter part 
of the 16th century and Visvanatha one generation later.. Obvi- 
ously Annambhatta who taught the works of these writers could 
not have lived before the beginning of the 17th century. Another 
of Mr. Godbole's statements, viz. that Annambhatia travelled only 
once in his life, is contradicted by a tradition embodied in a well- 
known couplet that has passed into a proverb, काशीगमनमात्रेण Al 
भट्टायते द्विजः meaning that a man does not become a great scholar 
like Annambhatta simply by going to Benares. If the verse refers 
to the author of the Zarka-Samgraha, he must have visited and 
studied at Benares. The proverb would also show that he became 


1 R. B. ७०१७०८ भरतखंडाचा ऐतिहासिक कोष, P. 10 
2 See Introduction, p. XLVII, supra. 
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famous for his learning at a very early period,  conclution which 
is strengthened by the fact that his works became very popular 
and have been in use as elementary text-books in all parts of 
India, No reliance can therefore be placed on Mr. Godbole’s 
account, and in the absence of any other authentic source of infor- 
mation we are left to such meagre data as are supplied by the 
writings of Annambhatta himself, 

Apart from such vague traditions, we can unhesitatingly say 
that Annambhatta is comparatively a modern writer. He belong- 
ed to the class of manual writers, who mostly flourished after the 
16th century and whose chief aim was to simplify the Nyaya and 
Vaisesika systems by pruning all superfluous technicalities out of 
them, and bringing them within the comprehension of beginners. 
The terminus ad quo of our author may for the present be fixed at 
about 1600 A. D., the time when Gadadhara flourished. Annam- 
bhatta rarely refers to any previous writer or work that might 
‘enable us to fix his age accurately. He, however, notes the cont- 
roversy about व्यापारवत्‌ करण, first started by Raghundtha, the 
author of Didhiti!; while in another passage of the Dipika, he 
seems to quote directly from the Didhiti, for the sentence प्रतियो- 
गितावच्छेदकारोप्य ete, which occurs at the bottom of p. 62 infra 
and which is misread in many Mss, of Dipikd, appears to have 
been taken from a corresponding passage in the Didhiti It has 
‘been shown elsewhere that Raghunatha Siromani, the author of 

. Didhiti, lived in the first quarter of the 16th century. The 
Didhiti must have been written about 1520 A. D. and Annam- 
bhatta necessarily came after it. Gadadhara came two generations 
after Raghundtha with whose grand pupil Raghudeva he was 
contemporary. Gadüdhara therefore lived about the end of the 
16th century, either in Mithila or Nuddea; and if it be true 
that dnnambhatta taught his works in bis own college in the far- 
off town of Kaundinyapura, some time must have elapsed between 
Gadédhara and Annambhatia to allow the fame of the former's 
works to reach the Southernmost province cf India. The story of 
"Annambhatía teaching Gadadhara’s work in his College derives 
support from another tradition, according to which the Zuarka- 
Dīpikā was specially composed for the use of those who could not 
understand Gadadhara’s larger work and came to be called बाल- 





1 Page XLVII, supra. 
2 See Note 5 under Sect. 80, p. 371, infra. S 
3 See Zniroduction, p. XLVI, supra. 
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शदाधरी on account of its being an epitome of the erudite, commen- 
tary of the great schoolman. It may be therefore fairly presumed 
that Annambhatta lived some time after Gadüdhara ù. e. after 
1600 A.D. 1f Vifvanütha, the author of the Siddhanta-Muktavalt 
also preceded him, this zerminus will have to be shifted still 
futher. Visvandtha and his brother Rudrabhatta, who wrote a 
commentary on the Didhiti, lived most probably in the first 
quarter of the 17th century! and Annambhatta could not have 
lived earlier. 

The terminus ad quo of our author may be fixed at 1700 A. D. 
The Zluarka-Sazhgraha must have become a standard work, and 
a difficult one also in the latter part of the 18th century, since 
Érikrgna Dhürjati wrote his commentary called Siddhania-Cand- 
rodaya about that time for the instruction of Rajasimha, son of 
King Gajasithha, who flourished in 1774 A. D. The Tarko-Cand- 
rika by Vaidyanatha Gadgil seems to be an earlier commentary 
on the Zarka-Samgraha, for a Ms. of it in the Deccan College 
Library gives; as the date of its composition, Sake 1644, i. e. 1722 
A.D. This Vaidyanütha is probably identical with Zatsat Vaidya- 
nütha, the pupil of १४०६७ and the author of a commentary on his 
Udyota. Nageia Bhatta is known to have been invited to a grand 
sacrifice in 1714 by Savai Jayasimha, and his pupil Vaidyanatha 
may therefore have written his commentaries in the next decade. 
Obviously Annambhajta must have lived before this time. The 
evidence of Mss. of the Zarka—Samgraha is conclusive on the point. 
Stein mentions a Ms. of T. S. dated 1740 A. D.and another of T. 
D. dated 1735 A. D. The oldest known Ms., however, of these 
two works is the one now in the possession of Dr. Jacobi of Bonn 
and marked J in the present edition, It is dated Sake 1634, i. e. 
1712 A. D. As this Ms. contains several corrections and marginal 
additions, it will not be wrong to assuwe that the two works were 
written several years before they were copied. Hence we can 
safely place Annambhatta before the beginning of the 18th century. 
The period from A. D. 1625 to A. D. 1700 is neither too long nor 
too short to cover one lifetime, and if we can place Annambhatia 
between these two termini the result ought to be regarded as 
pretty satisfactory under the present circumstances. Besides, if 
Mr. Godbole's statement that Annambhatta visited Malhkarjuna 
temple at the age of 55 has any foundation, he must have lived 


] See Introduction, p. XLVII, supra. 
2 Stein, Calalogue of Sk. Mss. at Jaminu, 
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up to an advanced age and may, for ought we know, have covered 
the whole of the period above indicated. 

All attempts to push Annambhatta’s date before the first quar- 
ter of the 17th century must therefore fail. The colophon of a Ms. 
of T. S. mentioned by Weber! is said to give the date 1425 A.D. 
which if true would conclusively prove him to have lived at least 
two centuries before the time we have assigned to him. °‘ But this 
‘is not possible. The verse runs thus :— 

तपोमास्यसिते कृष्णे चन्द्रनागाव्धिचन्द्रकेः । 
वाराणस्यां मिते वर्षे स्वार्थमिन्दुर्लिलेख वे ॥ 

Here the expression चन्द्रनागाव्धिचन्द्रकेः has been incorrectly 
taken to mean Samvat 1481 or 1425 A. D. seq ought to be 
taken for 7 and not 4, and then the date becomes 1725 A. D., 
making the Ms. 12 years later than that of Dr. Jacobi. Whatever 
uncertainty may still remain on the point, one thing is unquestion- 
able that Annambhatta could have by no means been anterior to 
Raghunatha whose date is now tolerably settled. It has also been 
suggested that the Zribhuvana-Tilaka of Kanchi mentioned in T. 
D.3 may be some king contemporary with our author; but this is 
also not possible, for no king of that name is to be found in the 
genealogies of Kanchi after the 12th century. Even if the Tri- 
bhuvana-Tilaka be a real personage he must have lived before the 
10th centnry, for the illustration in T. D. is literally copied from 
Sridhara’s Nyaya-Kandali which was written in 991 A. D. No 
inference can therefore be drawn from the mention of Zribhuvana- 
Tilaka as to the date of our author. 

Annambhatia was the son of Tirumala, who is styled Acarya 
and whose name is preceded by the honorific title of अद्वेतविद्याचाय 
in the colophons of several of our author's works, The colophon5 
which by-the-by has been most useful in proving the identity of 
the several 4mnambhaffas, is found only in Dr. Jacobi’s copy of 
Tarka-Dipikà (marked J). It, however, occurs at the end of two 
other works of Annambhatia, namely Mitāksarā, which is a com- 
mentary on the Brahma-Sütras of Büdarüyana, and the fragment 
of a grammatical work named Vivaranodyotana or Bhasya-pradipo- 





Weber’s Berlin Catalogue, No. 683, p. 203. 

See Introduction, p. XLVI, supra. 

See p. 50, infra 

See Introduction, p. XL-XLI, supra; P. B., Ben. ed, p. 6, 
See p. 67, infra. : 
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dyotana consisting of annotations on XKaiyyafa's celebrated gloss 
on Pataitijali’s Mahabhasya. Tirumala, father of Annambhatta, 
appears to have been a Rgvedi Smaria Brahmana, learned in 
the Vedanta philosophy and descended from a great man named 
Raghava who performed a Soma sacrifice. It is not known 
whether Tirumala wrote any works, but several authors of that 
name are mentioned by Aufrecht.  4nnambhaffa appears to 
have been an all-round scholar, for he has left works on at least 
four sciences, namely Wyaya, Vedanta, Vyakarana and Pūrva- 
Mimdinsé, Besides the Zarka-Samgraha and the Zarka-Dipika, 
. Aufrecht mentions the following works as having been composed 
by Annambhattal ;— 1 Mitaksaraé, 2 Tattva-Bodhini Tika, 3 
Nydya-Parisista-Prakasa and 4 Subodhinv Sudhaüsüra, otherwise 
called Ranakojjivint. Of these the first is a short commentary on 
Badarayana’s Brahma-Sütras and is undoubtedly written by the 
author of the Zarka-Samgraha, since it has the same colophon? as 
is found in our Ms. of the Dipika marked J. As to the other 
three nothing can be said with certainty as I have not been able to 
: procure any copy of them. The second appears to be a commen- 
tary on some work named Tattva-Bodhini, and Aufrecht marks 
it as a JVyaya work, apparently on the authority of Oppert® 
Aufrecht does not, however, mention any १४४० work of the name 
Tativa-Bodhini, and possibly both he and Oppert were misled. 
We know only three works bearing the name Tattva Bodhini, 
namely, a commentary on Samksepa-Sür&raka by Nrsimha, a 
Tantric work by Krsnānanda, and thirdly a commentary on 
Bhattoji’s Siddhanta-Kaumudt. So Annambhatta’s Tika may be 
a commentary on either the first or the last. Or it is also possible 
that a Ms. of Annambhatta’s Vivaranodyotana, presently to be 
mentioned, has been mistaken by Oppert for an independent work 
of this name. The third work, -Wydya-Parisista-Prakdsa, is said to 
be a commentary on Udayanacarya’s NydyaParisiga and may 
possibly be Annambhatta’s Magnum Opus on the Nyaya system. 
The fourth is said to be a commentary on Rānaka or Nyaya Sudha 
of Somegvara which in its turn is a commentary on the Tantra- 
Vartika of Kumürila. Besides these, Aufrecht and Hall mention 
two other works on grammar called  Kaátyàyana-Pratitakhya- 





1 Aufrecht, Catalogus Catalogorum. 

2 The colophon is repeated at the end of each chapter in a Ms, cf 
the work which I had scen. 

3 Aufrecht, Catalogus Catalogorum. p. 20. 
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‘Vyakhyana aud ` Maha-Bhasya-Vivaranodyotana written by an 
author named Annambhatta The author of the first of these was 
a pupil of Sumangala and may or may not be the same as the 
zon of Zirumala, But the second work Vivaranodyotana also called 
‘Bhasyapradipodyotana which consists of notes on Katyyafa’s com- 
mentary on Pataiijali's Mahabhasya can now be safely ascribed 
to the author of the Zarka-Dipika. Two Mss. of a fragment of 
this Udyotana are mentioned in Hultzsch’s recent Catalogue of 
Sanskrit Mss, in Southern India ( Vol. I, p. 66), the colophon at . 
the end of which tallies exactly with that found at the end of the 
Dipika and Mitaksara. Hall's later opinion therefore that this 
"Udyotana was written by some other Annambhatta cannot be 
accepted. Candrasekhara Sastri of Madras mentions two other 
works of Annambhatta : Tativa-Cintamanydloka-Siddhatjana and 
a Brahmsiira-Vriti; while he calls Mitakgaré a gloss on Pdanini’s 
. Siitras according to Kasika. Annambhatta thus appears to have 
‘been a versatile writer, since he has written at least three works 
'on: Nydya, one on Pūrva Mimamsa, one or two on Vedanta, and 
‘two if not three on grammar, Annambhatta is also said to have 
‘had an elder brother Ramakrsnabhatta who wrote Stddhanta- 
‘Ratna, a commentary on Bhattoji’s Siddhanta-Kaumudt, 
Of all the works of Annambhatta, only the Tarka-Samgraha 
-and the Dipika appear to have attained any wide celebrity. They 
‚are the most popular works of their kind, and they have been for 
several generations used as text-books for beginners. The Tarka- 
‘Sathgraka is a model work, because it combines in a remarkable 
‘degree the three essential qualities of a good manual, namely, bre- 
‘vity, accuracy and lucidity. It was intended to supply an easy 
compendium of the main principles of JVyaya, and Vatéesika 
‘systems, and the author has done his work admirably. Of course 
the work is not entirely free from faults. Some of its passages are 
‘marred by ambiguities of language or confusion of thought such as 
make them almost unintelligible without the aid of a teacher or a 
‘commentary; and even positive errors have crept in in one or 
‘two places, These occasional lapses were, however, inevitable, be- 
‘cause they are mostly due to the author's anxiety to avoid all 
-subtleties and controversial topics that may be beyond the compre- 
hension of beginners. The attempt to frame broad and accurate 
"definitions without descending into the niceties of scholastic Wyaya 


4 Hall, Bibliographical Index of Indian Philosophical systems, pp. 
68, 69. eg ee 
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was a difficult one, and it is highly creditable to our author that he 
has succeeded even so well. Passages like those referring to करण, 
परामर्शे, सोपाधिक and तकं, as well as several others in’ the Dipika 
only prove that even a clear-headed writer like Annambhatta could 
not avoid some of the pitfalls that are so plentiful in the path of a 
student of Nyiya. | 


The most glaring fault of the Zurka-Samngraha, however, is that 
it errs too much on the side to brevity; and the defect is sought to 
be cured by supplying some of the deficiencies in the Dipika. In 
fact, the Dipika is more like a revised and enlarged edition of the 
original than a mere commentary upon it. It appears to have been 
written some time after the Sazgraha, for in several places the 
author introduces additions and corrections in the commentary, 
which are obviously later thoughts but which could not be conve- 
niently inserted in the text after its circulation. The clause अनन्यथा- 
Rza सतिः which is proposed to be added to the definition of 
कारण is one instance out of many showing how serious omissions in 
the text are supplied in the commentary. The way in which some 
of the new topics are introduced in the Dipiké also shows that 
they were most probably suggested when the author was actually 
teaching his primer. . It is not therefore unreasonable to suppose 
that the Dipika came to be written when the author saw by expe- 
rience the necessity of elucidating the many obscurities that re- 
mained in the Samgraha. The practice of writing a commentary 
on one's own work was not uncommon among Nyāya writers. In 
mediaeval times Dianagaz and Dharmakirti had written commen- 
taries on their own works. Similarly Varadarája the author of 
Tarkika Raksü wrote its commentary the Vyakhyd, and Visvanatha 
the author of Bhasa Pariccheda and Siddhanta-Muktavali imitated 
him. Annambhatta seems to have taken Vi$vanathas works as 
his models. 


Although dnnambhatta rarely quotes or refers to any previous 
writer, there can be no doubt that he was aware of the latest views 
on the many controversial points. He does not slavishly follow 
any particular master, nor does he confine himself wholly to any of 
the ancient or modern, schools of Watyayikas, He chooses his 
doctrines from all writers with the sole view of constructing ७ 
fairly consistent and intelligible system. As the Samgraha and 
the Dipika are professedly mixtures of both the Nyaya and the 





1 See T. D., p. 26, infra. 
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Vaisesika systems, the author borrows from writers of both schools; 
but unlike others who have adopted. the same plan, he generally 
adheres to Gotama’s view with respect to matters coming under 
logio proper, %. e. in the sections treating of Buddht and its sub- 
divisions, but follows Kanada in the rest of the book. In cases of 
conflict between the ancient and modern JVaiyáyikas he mostly 
prefers the ancient view as being the simpler or more striking, and 
generally adopts the older definitions as far as possibie. He has 
greater sympathy with the older Acaryas than with the modern 
ever-innovating writers of the Nuddea school But although a 
conservative in this sense he generally keeps an impartial attitude 
and steers clear of all disputes without identifying himself with 
any particular side. It is this characteristic which distinguishes 
his works from other manuals, and which makes them as primers 
for beginners preferable even to the otherwise superior treatises 
of Visvandatha. 


Instances of specific borrowing are too numerous to mention. 
Many of ‘his definitions of categories and their subdivisions he has 
copied literally from the scholium of Pragastapdda, e. g. those of 
द्रव्य, रूप, रस, गन्ध, स्पशे, संख्या, परिमाण, विशेष, and several others. 
Sometimes he adopts the emendation suggested by Sridhara, and 
sometimes he rejects Prasastapada’s definiton in toto in favour of 
a modern one, e, g. in case of आत्मा and बुद्धि. Occasionally he 
borrows even long passages from Pragastapada, e. g. the passage 
beginning with सा द्विविधा in Sec. 10, p. 6 Infra. He also appears 
to have borrowed largely from the writings of Sridhara, Udayana 
and Sivaditya, as well as the principal writers of the Nuddea 
school, Gangesa, AKughwunütha and Gadddhara. Outside the circle 
of Nydya writers, Annambhafta has the greatest sympathy with 
the Vedanta school. He often quotes the views of the J/imdm- 
sakas, and even inserts a short disquisition on विधि in the conclu- 
ing portion of the Dipika. 


Besides the Zarka-Samgraha and the Dipika, the present edi- 
tion includes another commentary on the Samagraha named Nyaya- 
Bodhint by Govardhana. lt does not possess any peculiar feature 
that requires special notice, It.is on the whole rather discursive, 
treating of some topics elaborately and omitting others altogether. 
Nothing is known about the writer; but from his work he appears 
to have been well-versed in the substleties of the later Wyaya. He ° 
is apparently different from the writer of a commentary on 
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Keáavamisras Tarka-bhüsá. He makes valuable suggestions here 
and there, but his frequent indulgence in scholastic hair-splitting 
makes the work somewhat difficult for novices, The obscurity of 
the style and the want of a reliable Ms. are also great drawbacks 
in the case of this commentary. It is included in this edition for 
two reasons, first because it is taught to advanced pupils in many 
parts of India, and secondly because it will familiarize students 
with the controversial method and formule of the modern 
Naiyaytkas. 

The popularity of Annambhatta’s works can be best measured — 
by the host of writers who have commented upon them. The 
commentaries on the Sa’zgraha are too numerous to notice here, 
but a list of them, complete as far as our present knowledge goes, 
is given in Appendix B. Only two of these need special’ mention, 
the Vakya Vritt of Meru Sastri; and the Siddhanta-Candrodaya 
of Srikrsna Dhirjati. The former is very short but always to the 
point, and usually gives the meaning of the author ina few pithy 
sentences. The writer was a celebrated Pundit of modern times, 
and his remarks in cases of doubt or ambiguity are entitled to 
great weight. The Siddhanta-Candrodaya being perhaps too copi- 
ous and exhaustive is useful to beginners but not always reliable, 
The best guide to the Samgraha and the Dipikd, however, is the 
Tarka-Dipika-Prakaéa of Nilakanfha, popularly known as Nila 
kagthi. 

Nilakantha appears to be a recent author. According to 
Pundit Mukunda Jha of Darbhanga he was a son of Ramabhatta 
surnamed Pani of Kaundinya gotra ‘and was born in Andhra 
country. In his later years he lived at Benares and died in 1840, 
His son Lakgni-Nreimha who also lived and died at Benares 
wrote a commentary, Bhaskarodaya on Nilakantha’s Prakàáa. 
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तर्कदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः 


[१] 
निधाय हृदि विश्वेशं विधाय गुरुवन्दनम्‌ | 
वालानां सुखबोधाय क्रियते तर्कसंग्रहः ॥ 
अथ तर्कदीपिका 
विश्वेश्वरं साम्बमूर्ति प्रणिपत्य 'गिरं गुरुम्‌। 
टीकां शिशुहितां कुर्वे तकसंग्रहदीपिकाम्‌ ॥ 
चिकीर्षितस्य ग्रन्थस्य निर्विष्नपरिसमाप्यथ शिष्टाचारानुमित श्रृतिबोधित- 
कर्तव्यताकमिष्टदेवतानमस्कारलक्षणं मङ्गलं शिष्यसिक्षार्थं निबभ्नंश्चिकीषितं 
ग्रन्थादौ प्रतिजानीते--निधायेति | 
ननु मङ्गलस्य समाप्तिसाधनत्वं नास्ति | मङ्गले कृतेऽपि किरणावल्यादौ 
श्ममाप्यद्शनात्‌ मङ्गलाभावेऽपि कादम्बयीदो समाषिदरानादन्वयब्यतिरेक- 
व्यभिचारादिति चेन्न । 'किरणावल्यादौ विष्नबाहुन्यात्समाप्त्यभावः | 
कादम्बर्यादौ तु ग्रन्याद्वहिरेव मङ्गलं कृतमतो न व्यभिचारः |i 
ननु मङ्गलस्य कतेव्यत्वे कि. प्रमाणमिति चेत्‌ । न । शिष्टाचारानुमित- 





1 Nil gives as v. l गिरां शुरं and कादम्बर्यादौ and किरणावल्यादो, 
explains it निखिलविद्यानामुपदे- retaining the remaining sent- 
ष्टारम्‌- Y also reads गिरां ence as above. N reads differ- 

9 A and F read निर्विन्नपरिसमा- ently मङ्गलाभावेऽपि किरणावल्या- 
cq’, but all other copies omit | दौ wanadam मङ्गळसत््वेऽपि 
fafta’; P has असमाप्ति - कादम्बयांदों समाप्तनदशंनाव्‌, and 

3 M has बोडयन्थादो for कादम्ब- gives the other v. £ in 
यादौ in this and the following | = footnote. See Note loc, 
instance, F and Q interchange ctl, 


२ तकेसंग्रहः [ scr. 1 


RRA प्रमाणत्वात्‌ । तथाहि--मन्गळे वेदबोधितकर्तव्यताकं, अलौकिका- 
विगीतशिष्टाचारविषयत्वात्‌ दर्शादिवत्‌ । भोजनादौ व्यभिचारवारणाया- 
लौकिकेति । रात्रिश्राद्धादौ न्यमिचारवारणायाविगीतेति | शिष्टपदं स्पष्टा- 
शम्‌ । “न कुर्यानिष्फलं कर्म ” इति जलताडनादेरपि निषिद्धत्वादिति ॥ 

तर्कसंग्रह इति । aei प्रतिपाद्न्त इति तको ब्रव्यादिसप्त- 
पदाथोस्तेषां due: संक्षेपण स्वरूपकथनं क्रियत इत्यर्थः | कस्मै प्रयो- 
जनायेत्यत आह--सुखबोधायेति | सुखेनानायासेन बोधः पदाथे- 
ज्ञानं तस्मा इत्यरथः ॥ ag बहुषु तर्वप्रन्थेषु ug किमर्थमपूतेग्रन्थः 
क्रियत इत्यत आह--बालानामिति । तेषामतिविर्तृतव्वाद्वालानां 
बोधो न भबतीत्यर्थः | ग्रहणधारणपटु्बीलः न तु स्तनन्धयः। किं 
कृत्वा क्रियत इत्यत आह--निधायेति | विश्वेशं जगन्नियन्तारं शिवं 
हृदि निधाय नितरां स्थापयित्वा सर्वदा तद्भयानपरो भूत्वेत्यर्थः | गुरूणां 
विद्यागुरूणां वन्दनं नमस्कारं विधाय कृतेत्यर्थः ॥ 

अथ न्यायबोधिनी ' 
अखिलागमसंचारि श्रीकृष्णाख्यं परं महः | 
ध्यात्वा गोवर्धनसुधीस्ततुते न्यायबोधिनीम्‌ ॥ 

चिकीर्षितस्य ग्रन्धस्य निर्विध्नपरिसमाप्त्यर्थमिष्टदेवतानमस्कारात्मकं 

मन्गलं शिष्यशिक्षाध ग्रन्थादौ निबधाति--निधायेति ॥ 
२] " 

a ee शस्त पदार्थाः ॥ 

त. दी---पदार्थान्विमजते--द्रूच्येति | पदस्यार्थः पदाथ इति व्युत्प- 
त्त्यामिधेयत्वे 'पदार्थसामान्यलक्षणम्‌ ॥ नन्वत्र विभागादेव wed सिद्धे 
सप्तम्रहणं व्यर्थीमिति चेत्‌ । न | अधिकसंख्याव्यवच्छेदार्थत्वात्‌' || नन्वति- 
छा Mss, add “ समाहिकामो | 3 AF MandP add wv and 

मजलमाचरेंत्‌ ” xe श्रुतः | ` but also insert इति before it. 

the addition is not warranted | 4 A F and P add न्यून before 

as the context refers to अनु- आधिक unnecessarily; Y Z 


.. मितश्च॒ति only. read. wey for RÈ: Q has 
2 G reads qaid: सपैव. fang for व्यर्थम्‌; 





os T UEM 


sect. 3] तकेदीपिकया न्यायबोधिल्या च सहितः ३. 


रिक्तः पदार्थः प्रमितो न वा। नाद्यः प्रमितस्य निषेधायोगात्‌ | नान्त्यः प्रति- 
योगिप्रमितिं विना निषेधानुपपत्तेरिति चेत्‌ । न । पदार्थत्वं द्व्यादिसप्तान्यत- 
मत्वव्याप्यमिति व्यवच्छेदार्थत्वात्‌ ॥ ‘AG सप्तान्यतमत्वं सप्तभिन्नभिन्नत्व- 
मिति वक्तव्यम्‌ । एवं च सप्तभिन्नस्याप्रसिद्धत्वात्सप्तान्यतमत्वं. कथमिति 
चेन | द्रव्यादिसप्तान्यतमत्वं दव्यादिमेदसप्तकाभाववत्त्वमित्युक्तत्वात्‌ | 
एवमग्रेऽपि द्रष्टव्यम्‌ ॥ 

न्या. बो.--अथ पदार्थात्विभजते--द्र्च्येति ॥ तत्र सप्तग्रहणं पदा- 
Sd द्रव्यादिसप्तान्यतमत्वन्याप्यमिति व्या्तिलामाय | ननु शाक्तिपदाथे- 
स्याष्टमस्य सत्त्वात्कथं संतैवेति | तथाहि वहिसंयुक्तेन्धनादो सत्यपि मणि- 
संयोगे दाहो न जायते तच्छून्ये तु जन्यते । अतो मणिसमवधाने 
शक्तिनेश्यति | मण्यभावदशायां दाहाचुकूला शक्तिरुत्पद्यत इति FAT | 
तस्माच्छक्तिरतिरिक्तपदाथे इति चेन | मणेः प्रतिबन्धकत्वेन तदभावस्य 
दाहकारणत्वेनेव निर्वाहे मणिसमवधानासमवधानाम्यामनन्तशाक्तितत्तद्ष्वं- 
सतत्तत््रागमावकल्पनाया अन्याय्यत्वात्‌ | तस्मात्सप्तैव पदाथा इति सिद्धम्‌॥ 

३] 

तत्र द्रव्याणि FR ल LS नवेव ॥ 

त. दी.--द्रन्यं विभजते-तत्रेतिं | तत्र द्रव्यादिमध्ये ae 
नवैवेत्यन्वयः | कानि तानीत्यत आह--पृथित्रीत्यादि | ननु तमसो 
दडामद्रव्यस्य विद्यमानत्वात्कधं नवैव द्रव्याणि | तथाहि नीलं तमश्चलती- 
त्यबाधितप्रतीतिबलान्नीलरूपाधारतया क्रियाधारतया च द्रव्यत्वं ताव- 
त्सिद्धम्‌ | तत्र तमसो नाकाशादिपञ्चकेऽन्तभीवो रूपवत्तात्‌। अत एव न 
वायौ 'स्पशाभावात्सदागतिमत्त्वाभावांच | नापि तेजसि भाखररूपाभावा- 





1 Q omits इति वक्तव्यम्‌ and sub- verse तमः wg चलं नीलं परापर- 
shines ला खाः | विभागवद । सिद 
from ननु to उक्तत्वात्‌; Ju also वेभ्यो gaius but it seems 
appears to have had doubts to be interpolated from some 
about its authenticity. See other commentary. J omits 
Note loc. cit. तथाहि also. 


2 Aand F add after तथाहि at 3A and J omit «qa ammi: 


3 तकेसंग्रहः [ secr. 3 


दुष्णस्पशीभावाच्च | नापि जले शीतस्पर्शाभावानीलरूपाश्रयत्वाश्च । नापि 
पृथिव्यां गन्धवत्त्वामावात्स्पशेरहितत्वाच | तस्मात्तमो द्शमद्र्ग्यमिति 
चेन्न | तमस॒स्तेजोऽमावरूपत्वात्‌ | तथाहि-तमो हि न । रूपवदूदव्यमालो- 
कासहकृतचक्षुग्रीह्त्वादालोकामाववत्‌ । रूपिद्रव्यचाक्षुषग्रमायामालो- 
कस्य कारणत्वात्‌ | तस्माद्ैढप्रकाशकतेजःसामान्याभावस्तमः | तत्र नीले 
तमश्चळतीति प्रत्ययो AA: । अतो नव द्रव्याणीति सिद्धम्‌ d 

दव्यत्वजातिमत्वं गुणवत्त्व वा दव्यसामान्यलक्षणम्‌ ॥ वक्षयैकदे- 
इाबृत्तित्वमव्याप्तिः यथा गोः कपिलत्वम्‌ । अलक्ष्यवृत्तित्वमतिव्याप्तिः 
यथा गोः URAL । लक्ष्यमात्रावतेनमसंभवः यथा गोरेकराफत्वम्‌। 
एतद्दूषणत्रयराहतो धर्मो क्षणम्‌ । स एवासाधारणधर्म इत्युच्यते । 
लक्ष्यताबच्छेदकसमनियतत्वमसाधारणत्वम्‌ । ` व्यावर्तकस्यैव 'ळक्षणत्वे 
व्याबृत्तावभिघेयत्वादौ चातिव्याप्तिवारणाय तद्भिन्नत्वं धमेबिशेषूणं देयम्‌ | 
'न्यवहारस्यापिं लक्षणप्रयोजनत्वे तु न देयम्‌। व्यावृत्तेरपि व्यवहारसा- 
घनत्वात्‌ ॥ ननु गुणवत्त्व न इव्यसामान्यलक्षणम्‌ | 'आद्यक्षणे उत्पन्न- 
विनष्टद्रव्ये चाव्याप्तेरिति चेन । गुणसमानाधिकरणसत्ताभिन्नजातिमच्तस्य 
विवक्षितत्वात ॥ नन्वेवमप्येकं रूपं रसात्पृथागिति व्यवहाराडूपादावति- 
STARA चेन्न । एकार्थसमवायादेव ताइशब्यव्दारोपपत्तौ गुणे गुणा- 
नङ्गीकरणात्‌ ॥ 

न्या. बो.-दव्याणि विभजते-पृथिवीति । नन्चच्धकारस्य दशमः 
द्रव्यस्य सत्त्वात्कथं नवैवेति । तथाहि नीलं तमश्चलतीति प्रतीतेनीलरूपा- 
श्येन क्रियाश्रयत्वेन च द्रव्यत्वं सिद्धम्‌ । न च कल्प्तदरव्येष्वन्तर्भावा- 
FA दझमद्रव्यत्वमिति बाच्यम्‌। आकाशादिपञ्चकस्य नीरूपत्वाद्वायो- 
रपि नीरूपत्वान्न तेष्वन्तमीवः। तमसो निर्गन्धत्वान्न पृथिव्यामन्तभोवः । 


Rey Sa V ENERO UM M E 
1 AFandQread रूपि for रूपवत्‌. | 3 Wil notices लक्ष्यत्वे as v. l 
2 AFand Q here insert यथा for लक्षणत्वे, and remarks that 

गोः साखादिमत्त्वम्‌, while P and the two readings are identical 
Y have यथा गोः साख्रादिमत्त्वे साति in sense. 

शङ्गित्वम्‌; but the words are 4M adds संयोगसमवायिकारणता- 
found in no other copy. वच्छेदकतया द्रव्यत्वजातेः . 


sits, 


seor. 6 | तर्कदीपिकया न्यायदोधिन्या च सहितः & 


जळतेजसोः शीतोष्णस्पर्शवत्वान तयोरन्तभीवः | तस्मात्तमसो दशम- 
goad सिद्धमिति al तमसस्तेजो5भावत्वेनेवोपपत्तावतिरिक्तद्रव्यकल्प- 
नायां मानाभावात्‌ | न च विनिगमनाविरहात्तेज एवान्धकाराभावखरूप- 
मिति ` वाच्यम्‌ । तेजसोऽमावस्वरूपत्वे सर्वानुभूतोष्णस्परशस्याश्रयबाधाद्‌- 
्रव्यान्तरकल्पने गौरवात्‌ । 'तस्मादुष्णस्पर्शरूपगुणाश्रयतया तेजसो 
द्रव्यत्वं सिद्धम्‌ । तमसि नीलरूपप्रतीतिस्तु ्रान्तिरेव दीपापसरणक्रियाया 
एव तत्र भानात्‌ ॥ 
[9] 


रूपरसगन्धस्पशेसंख्यापरिमाणएथक्त्वसंयोगविभागपरत्वापरत्व- 
गुरुत्वद्ववत्वरेहशब्दवुद्धिसुखदुःखेच्छादवेषप्रयत्नधर्माधमेसंस्काराश- 
तुर्बिशतिगुणाः ॥ 

त. दी.--गुणं विभजते--रूपेति। द्रव्यकमभिन्नत्वे साते सामान्य- 
बान्गुणः । 'युणत्वजातिमान्वा | ननु लघुत्वमृदुत्वकठिनत्वादीनां विद्यमान- 
त्वात्कथं चतुर्विशतियुणा इति चेन्न लघुत्वस्य गुरुत्वाभावरूपत्वात्‌ मुदुत्व- 
ति २00 28770 |] 

& 
उत्क्षेपणावक्षेपणाङुञ्चनम्रसारणगमनानि पञ्च कर्माणि ॥ 

त. दी.--कमं विभजते--उत्क्षेणणेति । संयोगभिन्नत्वे सति 
संयोगासमवायिकारणं .कम । कर्मेत्वजातिमद्वा ॥ ननु श्रमणादेरप्यतिं- 
रिक्तस्य कर्मणः सत्वात्‌ पञ्चेत्मनुपपन्नमिति चेन्न | भ्नमणादीनामपि गम- 
नेऽन्तमीवान्न पञ्चविधत्वविरोधः ॥ 

[8] 
'परमपर चेति द्विविध सामान्यम्‌ ॥ 
1 U and W read स्पर्शा श्रयद्र॒व्य॑- ष्वतिव्याप्तित उक्त सामान्यवाः 
2 U has नीलत्वादि and W adds पितिः but the passage is 
एवं कमंवत्ताप्रती तिरपि. neither noticed by Jil nor 
3 N here adds सामान्यवा नित्युक्ते found in any other copy. 
द्रव्यकमणोरातिव्याप्तिरतस्तन्निरासार्थ 


द्रब्यकमोमिन्नर Raa सतीति । K 4 A and F add एव after पञ्ज. 
कर्मभिन्न इत्युच्यमाने सामान्यादिः ' 5 Some Mss, omit this sentence. 


E rs तकेसंग्रह॑ः E [ secr. 6 
त. दी.--सामान्यं बिभजते--परमिति । परमधिकदेशाद्रात्ति | अपरं 
न्यूनदेशाबृत्ति | सामान्यादिच तुष्टये जातिर्नास्ति ॥ 
[७] 
निल्यद्रव्यवृत्तयों विशेषास्वनन्ता एव ॥ 
त. दीं---विशेष॑ विभजते--नित्येति । प्रथिब्यादिचतुष्टयस्य 
परमाणव आकाशादिपञ्चकं च नित्यद्रन्याणि ॥ 
[<] 
समवायस्त्वेक एव ॥ 
त. दी--समवायस्य भेदो नास्तीत्याह--समबाय स्त्विति ॥ 


: [९] 

अभावश्रतुर्विधः | प्रागभावः प्रध्वंसाभावोड्यन्ताभाबोडन्योन्या- 
भावश्रेति ॥ 

_ त. दी---अभाष॑ विभजते--अभावेति ॥ 
[ १ o ] ga) S 

erdt एथिवी । सा द्विविधा नित्यानित्या च | नित्या 
परमाणुरूपा | अनित्या कार्यरूपा । 'पुनस्रिबिधा शरीरेन्द्रियविषय- 
भेदात्‌ | शरीरमस्मदादीनाम्‌ । इन्द्रियं गन्धग्राहकं धाणं नासाग्रवाति । 
विषयो सृत्पाषाणादिः ॥ 

त. दी---तत्रोदेशादिक्रमानुसारात्पृथिन्या लक्षणमाह-- गन्धव- 
तीति । नाम्ना पदार्थसंकीतनमुद्देशः । उदेशक्रमे च wo निया- 
मिका | ननु सुरम्यसुरम्यवयवारब्धे द्रव्ये परस्परविरोधेन गन्धानुत्पादाद- 
व्याप्तिः न च तत्र गन्धप्रतीत्यनुपपत्तिरिति वाच्यम्‌ । अवयवगन्धस्यैव तत्र 


1ADFKQ W and X add | 3 All copies except A B and F 
aq before गन्धवती- See note omit सा before पुनः; see Note 
loc. cit. loc. cit. 

.9 A and B add इति after च. 


` 


gor. 11] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः ७ 


प्रतीतिसंभवेन चित्रगन्धानङ्गीकारात्‌ ॥ किं चोत्पन्नविन्घटादावव्यापि- 
रिति चेन्न गन्धसमानाधिकरणद्रव्यत्वापरजातिमत्त्स्यैव विवक्षितत्वात्‌ । 
ननु जलादावपि | गन्धग्रतीतेरतिव्याप्तिरिति चेन्न। अन्वयव्यतिरेकाम्यां 
पृथिवीगन्धस्यैव तत्र भानाङ्गीकारात्‌। AG तथापि काळस्य सर्वोधारतया 
स्वेषां लक्षणानां कालेऽतिव्याप्तिरिति चेन्न । सर्वाधारताप्रयोजकसंबन्ध- 
भिन्नसंबन्धेन ळक्षणस्याभिमतत्वात्‌ ॥ | 

प्रथिवी विभजते--सा द्विविधेति । नित्यत्वं ध्वंसाप्रतियोगित्वम्‌ | 
्व॑सप्रतियोगित्वमनित्यचम्‌ ॥ प्रकारान्तरेण विभजते --पुनरिति । 
आत्मनो भोगायतनं शरीरम्‌. | यद्वच्छिन्ना्मनि भोगो जायते db 
गायतनम्‌ । सुखदुःखान्यतरसाक्षात्कारो भोगः ॥ शब्देतरोद्धूतविशेष- | 
गुणानाश्रयत्वे सति ज्ञानकारणमनःसंयोगाश्रयत्वामिन्द्रियत्वम्‌ | शरीरोद्विय- 
भिन्नो विषयः | एवं च गन्धवच्छरीरं पार्थिवशरीरम्‌ गन्धवदिन्द्रिये पार्थिवे- 
न्द्रियम्‌ गन्धवान्विषयः पार्थिवविषय इति तत्तक्कक्षणं बोध्यम्‌। पार्थिवशरीरं 
दु्ीयति--शरीरमिति । पार्थिवेन्द्रियं दरीयति-इन्द्रियामिति । गन्धः 
ग्राहकमिति प्रयोजनकथनम्‌। घ्राणमिति संज्ञा । नासाग्रेत्याश्रयोक्तिः । 
एवमुत्तरत्रापि ज्ञेयम्‌ । पार्थिवविषये दीयति --विषयेति ॥ 

न्या. बो---गन्धबतीति | गन्धवत्वं परथिव्या ळक्षणम्‌। लक्ष्या 
परथिवी | पृथिवीत्वं लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकम्‌ । यद्धमाबच्छिन्नं लक्ष्यं स धर्म 
ळक्ष्यतावच्छेदकः | यो धमो यस्यामवच्छेदकः सा तद्धर्मोवच्छिन्ना ळक्ष्यता | 
तथा च लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकं प्रूथिवीत्वं लक्ष्यता प्रृथिवीत्वावच्छिन्ना | एवं 
झीतस्पर्शादिलक्षणेषु जलादीनां लक्ष्यता जळत्वादीनां लक्ष्यतावच्छदकत्वं 
नच बोध्यम्‌ i 

[RRs 2 | 


शीतस्पशेबत्य आपः । ता द्विविधाः नित्या अनित्याश्च | नित्या! 
परमाणुरूपाः | अनित्याः कार्यरूपाः RRT: शरीरेन्द्रिय- 
TIE ५00). 00 SSS A 
1 A and B insert ताः before last preceding section, 

पुनः , See Note on सा in the 
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विषयभेदात्‌ | शरीरं वरुणलोके | इन्द्रियं रसग्राहकं रसनं जिह्वाग्र- ` 
बति | विषयः सरित्समुद्रादिः ॥ 

त. दी.-अपां लक्षणमाह--शीतेति । उप्पन्नविनष्टजलेऽव्यापति- 
वारणाय शीतस्परीसमानाधिकरणद्रव्यत्वापरजातिमत्त्वे तात्पर्यम्‌ | शीतं 
शिलातळमित्यादौ जळसंबन्धादेव शीतस्पर्शभानमिति नातिव्याप्तिः | 
अन्यत्सर्वं पूर्वरीत्या व्याख्येयम्‌ ॥ 


[ १२] 
उष्णस्पर्शबत्तेजः। तद्विविधं नित्यमनित्यं च । नित्यं परमाणु- 
रूपस्‌। अनित्यं कार्यरूपम्‌ | gef शरीरेन्द्रियविषयभेदात्‌ | 
शरीरमादित्यलोके' | इन्द्रियं रूपग्राहकं चक्षुः कृष्णताराग्रवति | 
विषयश्चतुर्विधः | भौमदिव्यौदयोकरजभेदातूं। भौमं वह्वयादिकम्‌ | 
अबिन्धनं दिव्यं विद्युदादि । yma परिणामहेतुरौदर्यस्‌ | 
आकरजं सुवर्णादि ॥ 


त. दी.--तेजसो छक्षणमाह--उष्णस्पशेवदिति | उष्णं जळमिति 
्रतीतेस्तेजःसंबन्धानुविधायित्वान्नातिव्यािः | विषयं विभजते--भौमेति | 
ag सुवर्णं पार्थिवं पीतत्वाहुरुतवाद्धरिद्रादिवदिति चेन्न | अत्यन्तानलसंयोगे 
सति घृतादौ द्रवत्वनाशदरनेन जलमध्यस्थघृतादौ द्रवत्वनाशादर्शनेन 
असति प्रतिबन्धके पार्थिवदरव्यद्रवत्वनाशाम्निसयोगयोः कार्यकारणभावाव- 
धारणात्‌ | सुवर्णस्यात्यन्तानलसंयोगे सत्यनुच्छि्मानद्रबत्वाधिकरणत्वेनः | 
पार्थ्रिवत्वानुपपत्तेः | तस्मात्पीतद्रव्यद्रवत्वनाराप्रतिबन्धकतया द्रवदरव्यान्तरा- 
सिद्धौ नेमित्तिकद्रवत्वाधिकरणतया जळत्रानुपपत्तेः रूपवत्तया वाय्बादि- 
ष्वनन्तभावात्‌ तैजसत्वसिद्धिः | तत्रोष्णस्पशभास्वररूपयोरुपष्टम्भकपार्थिव- 
रूपस्पर्शम्या प्रतिबन्धादनुपलब्धिः | तस्मात्सुवर्णं तैजसमिति सिद्धम्‌ ॥ 








1 A Band X add प्रसिद्धं after | 2 A inserts yqaq after qA- 
आदिल्यलोके- करणत्वेन. 
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[38] 
. रूपरहितस्पशवान्वायुः । स॒ द्विविधो नित्योऽनित्यश्च । नित्यः 
परमाणुरूपः | अनित्यः कार्यरूपः | पुनख्रिविधः शरीरेन्द्रियवि- 
षयभेदात्‌। शरीरं वायुलोके | इन्द्रियं स्पशंग्राहकं त्वक्सबंशरीर- 
वतिं | विषयो इक्षा दिकस्पनहेतुः ॥ - 
` शरीरान्तःसंचारी वायुः प्राणः। स चेकरोऽप्युपाधिमेदात््राणा- 
पानादिसंज्ञां लभते ॥ 

त. दी.--बायुं लक्षयति--रूप्रहितेति | आकाशादावतिव्याप्तिवा- 
रणाय स्पशेवानिति । प्रथिब्यादावतिब्यात्तिवरणाय रूपरहितेति | 
ननु प्राणस्य कुत्रान्तभीव इत्यत आह--श्रीरेते | स चेति। एक 
एव प्राणः स्थानमेदात्प्राणापानादिराब्दैव्यबह्ियत इत्यथः | स्पशोनुमेयों 
वायुः | तथाहि-योऽयं वायौ वाति सत्यन्ुष्णाशीतस्पर्शो भासते स 
स्पर्शः क्वाचिदाश्रितो गुणत्वाहूपवत्‌ | न चास्य प्रथिव्याश्रय उद्भूतस्प- 
रेवतः पार्थिवस्योद्भतरूपवत्तनियमात्‌ । न जलळतेजसी अननुष्णाशीत- 
स्पशंवत्तात्‌ | न विभुचतुष्टयं सर्वत्रोपलब्धिम्रसङ्गात्‌। न मनः परमाणु- 
स्पर्शस्यातीन्द्रियत्वात्‌ | तस्माद्यः प्रतीयमानस्पर्शाश्रयः स वायुः॥ ननु 
वायुः प्रत्यक्षः प्रतयक्षास्परांश्रयत्वाद्वटवदिति चेन्न । उद्भूतरूपवत्त्वस्यो- 
mam यत्र द्रव्यत्वे सति बहिरिन्द्रियजन्यप्रेत्यक्षत्व॑ तत्रोद्भूतरूप- 
वत्त्वमिति घटादौ साध्यव्यापकत्वम्‌ | यत्र प्रत्यक्षस्पर्शाश्रयत्वं तत्रोद्भत- | 
Brae नास्तीति पक्ष साधनाव्यापकत्वम्‌ | न चेवं तप्तवारिस्थतेजसो- 
इप्यम्रत्यक्षत्वापात्तिः | इष्टत्वात्‌ | तस्माद्रूपरहितत्वाद्वयुरम्रत्यक्षः | 


इदानी कार्यरूपपृथिव्यादिचतुष्टयस्योत्पत्तिविनाशक्रमः कथ्यते । 
ईश्वरस्य चिकीर्षावशात्परमाणुषु क्रिया जायते । ततः परमाणुद्दय- 
संयोगे सति इसणुकमुत्पयते | त्रिमिश्ष्यणुकेस्त्र्ययुकम्‌ । एवं चतुरणुका- 
दिक्रमेण महती पृथिवी महत्य आपो महत्तेजो महान्वायुरुत्पद्चते | 


एषमुत्पन्नस्य कार्यद्रव्यस्य संजिद्वीर्षावशात्परमाणुडु क्रिया । क्रियया 
TS..2 : 2 
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परमाणुद्दयविभागे सति ROAR । ततस्त्र्यणुकनारः । ततश्चतुर्‌- 
णुकस्येत्येवं महाएृथिव्यादिनाशः || असमवायिकारणनाशादूङ्चणुकनाराः 
समवायिकारणनाशाळ्यणुकनार इति संप्रदायः । सर्वत्रासमवायिकारण- 
नाशाद्व्यनाश इति नवीनाः di 

किं पुनः परमाणुसद्भावे प्रमाणम्‌ | उच्यते । जाळमूर्यमरीचिस्थं 
सूक्ष्मतमं यद्रज ` उपलभ्यते तत्सावयवम्‌ चाक्षुषद्रव्यत्वात्पटवत्‌ | त्र्यणु- 
कावयवोऽपि सावयवो महदारम्भकत्वात्तन्तुवत्‌ | यो Ra: स 
परमाणुः | स च नित्यः | तस्यापि कार्यत्वेऽनवस्थाप्रसङ्गात्‌ ' सृष्टिप्रलय- 
सद्भावे “ धाता यथापूवमकल्पयत्‌ ” इत्यादिश्रुतिः sam] | सर्वकार्य- 
द्रव्यध्वंसो$वान्तरप्रलय; | सर्वभावकार्यध्वंसो महाप्रलय ईति विवेकः || 

न्या. बो.--एवं प्रृथिव्यादि त्रिकं निरूप्य वायुं निरूपयाति-- 
रूपरहितेति | रूपरहितत्वे सति waa वायोलेक्षणम्‌ | सतिसप्तम्या 
विशिष्टाथकतया रूपरहितत्वविशिष्टस्पर्शवत्त्ं वायोलेक्षणम्‌ | विशे- 
षणानुपादाने स्परवत्त्वमात्रस्य लक्षणत्वे परथिव्यादित्रिकेऽतिव्यासति- 
स्तद्वाणाय विशेषणोपादानम्‌ । तावन्मात्रोपादान आकारादिपञ्चके- 
ऽतिव्याप्षिस्तत्रापि रूपरहितत्वस्य सत्वात्‌ | अत उक्तं स्पर्शति | अति- 
व्याक्षिनीमालक्ष्ये लक्षणसत्तम्‌ | यथा गोः wed लक्षणं कृतं चेद्‌- 
ळक्ष्यभूतगोभिन्नमाहिष्यादावतिव्याष्तिस्तत्रापि शृङ्गित्वस्य विद्यमानत्वात्‌ | 
अग्याप्िर्नाम लक्ष्यैकदेशाव्ृत्तित्वम्‌ | लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकाश्रयीभूते क्वचिह्नक्ष्य 
लक्षणस्यासत्तमेवाव्याप्तरित्यर्थः | यथा Malema कृतं चेच्छे- 
तगवि नीळरूपाभावादव्यात्तिः असंभवो नाम लक्ष्यमात्र कुत्रापि 
लक्षणासत्त॑ यथा गोरेकशफत्वंगोसामान्यस्य द्विशफत्वेनेकशफवत्स्य 


IAFNQ and W add after | 2 AONPY Z put the first 


this तथा च मेरुसपंपयोरापे समान- 
परिणामत्वापात्ति F 769१७ पत्तेः, 
N has geasag: for qara- 
परिमाणत्वापत्तिः, while Q has g- 
ल्यरपारेमाणापत्ते> but as all other 
copies omit the sentence it 
seems to be an interpolation, 


part of the sentence in the 
form of पूर्वेपक्ष as ननु qT- 
ल्यसद्भावे कि प्रमाणम्‌ ACK Z 
omit ननु; A K Y read मानम्‌ 
for प्रमाणम्‌. 


3 V and W omit this sentence, 
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कुत्राप्यसत्त्वात्‌ | अतिब्याप्यव्याप्यसंमवानां 'निष्कृष्टलक्षणान्युच्यन्ते | 
लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकसमानाधिकरणत्वे सति लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकावच्छिन्नप्रति- 
योगिताकमेदसामानाधिकरण्यमतिव्या्तिः | अव्यापतिस्तु लक्ष्यतावच्छे- 
दकसमानाधिकरणत्वे सति लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकसमानाधिकरणात्यन्ताभाव- 
प्रतियोगित्रम्‌ | असंभत्रस्तु लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकब्यापकी भूताभावग्रति- 
योगित्वम्‌ ॥ 

[१४] 


शब्दगुणमाकाशम्‌ | तच्चैकं Fy नित्यं च ॥ 

त. दी.--आकारां लक्षयति--शब्द्गुणमिति | नन्वाकाशमपि क 
परथिब्यादिवन्नाना | नेत्याह--तच्चैक्मिति | मेदे प्रमाणामावादित्यर्थः | 
एकत्वादेव सर्वत्रोपलब्ेिभुत्वमङ्गीकतेव्यमित्याह--विभ्ब्रिति । सर्वमूते- 
दव्यसंयोगित्वं विभुत्वम्‌ | ade परिच्छिन्नपरिमाणवत्त्वं क्रियावत्त्व वा 
विसुत्वादेवात्मवन्नित्यमित्याह--नि्यं चेति ॥ 

न्या. बो.--आकारडां लक्षयति--शब्द्गुणकमिति । अत्र शुणपद- 
माकारो शब्द एव विशेषगुण इति द्योतनाय न त्वतिव्याक्तिवारणाय | 
समवायेन शब्दवत्तमात्रस्य सम्य्त्वात्‌ | तदुक्तं | रूपं गन्धो रसः स्परीः 
ae: सांसिद्धिको द्रवः | ब॒द्धयादिभावनान्ताश्च शाब्दो वैशेषिका गुणाः ॥ 
तच्चैकमिति | अनेकत्र मानाभावादिति भाव: | Raf । aad 
द्रव्यसंयोगित्वं विभुत्वम्‌ | eie च क्रियाश्रयत्वम्‌। पृथिव्यप्तेजोवायुमनांसि 
मूर्तानि | प्रथिव्यप्तेजोवाय्वाकाशपञ्चकं भूतपदवाच्यम्‌। भूतत्वं नाम 
बहिरिन्द्रियग्राह्मविशेषगुणवत्तम्‌ || | 

[१५] 
अतीतादिव्यवहारहेतुः कालः । स wat quien ॥ 

त. दी---काळं लक्षयति--अतीतेति । सवीधारः काल: सर्वकार्य- 

निमित्तकारणं च ॥ 





1 V reads निदुष्टलक्षणसुच्यते for निष्कृष्टलक्षणान्युच्यन्ते. 
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न्या. बो.--कालं लक्षयति--अतीतेति | व्यवहारहेतुत्वस्थ लक्षणत्वे 
व्यवहारहेतुभूतघटादावतिव्याश्षिस्तद्वारणाय अतीतेतिविरोषणोपादानम्‌ ll 
[१६] 
प्राच्यादिव्यवहारहेतादिकू | सा चेका विभ्वी नित्या च'॥ 
त. दी---दिशो लक्षणमाह--प्राचीति । दिगपि कार्यमात्रे निमित्त- 
कारणम्‌ ॥ 
न्या. बो---दिशो ळक्षणमाह--प्राच्येति । उदयाचळसंनिहिता 
दिक्प्राची | अस्ताचळसंनिहिता दिक्प्रतीची | मेरोः संनिहिता दियुदीची | 
मेरोब्यंबहिता दिगवाची || 
[१७] 
ज्ञानाधिकरणमात्मा | स द्विविधः परमात्मा जीवात्मा' च। 
तत्रेश्वरः सर्वज्ञः परमात्मैक एव । जीवात्मा’ प्रतिशरीरं भिन्नो 
Agaa il 
q. दी,--आत्मनों छक्षणमाह--ज्ञानेति ॥ आत्मानं विभजते-- 
स द्विविध इति । परमात्मनो छक्षणमाह--तत्रेति । नित्यज्ञानाधि- 
करणत्वमीश्वरत्वम्‌ || नन्वीश्वरस्य सद्भावे किं प्रमाणम्‌ । न ताबद्य- 
त्यक्षम्‌ | तद्धि बाह्यमाम्यन्तरं वा | नायमरूपिद्रव्यत्वात्‌ | नान्त्यमात्म- 
सुखादिन्यतिरिक्तत्वात्‌ | ` नाप्यनुमानं लिङ्गाभावादिति* चेन्न । क्षित्य- 
ङ्रादिकं कतृजन्यं कार्यत्वाद्धटवदित्यनुमानस्य प्रमाणत्वात्‌ | 








1 ABCF Q and X read नित्या | 4 A F and Q insert नाप्यागमस्त- 


विभ्वी च, but the reading ad- थाविधागमाभावात्‌ after fgn- 
opted in the text is better as वाव, but the words appear to be 
it agrees with the definitions interpolated and are inconsis- 
of काळ and आत्मा. tent with the Vedic text cited 
2 ABX जीवात्मा परमात्मा च; € further on, Z has नाप्युपमानं 
G जीव for जीवात्मा. साइश्याभावात्‌ नापि शब्दः शब्दस्य 


3 A Badd सुखदुःखादिरहितः after | देदात्मकस्येश्वरोक्तत्वेन प्रामाण्या- 
Eq. lami तत्प्रामाण्यासिद्धेः « 
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उपादानगोचरापरोक्षज्ञानचिकीर्षाकृतिमत्तं AIL | उपादानं समवा- 
यिकारणम्‌ | सकळपरमाण्वादिसूक्ष्मद रित्वत्सर्वज्ञत्वम्‌ | “ यः सज्ञः 
स सवाषिदू ” इत्याद्यागमोऽपि तत्र प्रमाणम्‌ || 

जीवस्य लक्षणमाइ--जीव इति | सुखाद्याश्रयत्वं जीवलक्षणम्‌ ॥ 
ननु “ मनुष्योऽहं arise” इत्यादौ सर्वत्राहप्रत्यये uu 
विषयत्वाच्छरीरमेवात्मेति चेन्न । शारीरस्यात्मत्वे करपादादिनाशे सति 
झरीरनाशादात्मनोऽपि नाइाप्रसङ्गात्‌ । नापीन्द्रियाणामात्मत्वम्‌। तथात्व 
“ase घटमद्राक्षं सो5हमिदानीं त्वचा स्पृशामि ” इत्यनुसंधाना- 
मावप्रसङ्गादन्यानुभूतेऽन्यस्यानुसंधानायोगात्‌ । तस्माइेहेन्द्रियव्यतिरिक्तो 
जीवः | सुखदुःखादिवैचित्र्या्रतिशरीरं भिन्न: | स॒ च न परमाणुः शरीर- 
व्यापिसुखादनुपलन्धिप्रसङ्गात्‌ | न मध्यमपरिमाणः | तथा सत्यनित्यत्व- 
प्रसङ्गेन कृतनाशाकृताम्यागमप्रसङ्गात्‌ | तस्मानित्यो विभुर्जीवः || 

न्या. बो.--आत्मानं निरूपयति--ज्ञानाधिकरणामिति । अधि- 
करणपदं समवायेन ज्ञानाश्रयत्वलामार्थम्‌ ॥ 

[१८] 

सुखाद्ुपलाब्धसाधनमिन्द्रियं मनः | तश्च प्रत्यात्मनियतत्वाद- 
नन्तं परमाणुरूपं नित्यं च ॥ 

त. दी.-मनसो लक्षणमाह--सुखेति | स्पशरहितत्वे सति क्रिया- 
aa मनसो लक्षणम्‌ | मनो विभजते--तञ्चेति | एकैकस्यात्मन एकैकं 
मन इत्यात्मनामनेकत्यान्मनसोऽप्यनेकत्वमित्यथः । प्रमाणुरूपमिति । ` 
मध्यमपरिमाणत्वेऽनित्यत्वप्रसङ्गादित्यर्थः । ननु मनो नाणु किंतु वियु war 
रहितद्रव्यत्वादाकारवदिति चेन्न | मनसो Aga आत्ममनःसंयोगस्यासम- 
वायिकारणस्याभावाजज्ञानानुत्पत्तिप्रसङ्गात्‌ | न च विमुद्दयसंयोगो5स्तिति 
वाच्यम्‌ | तत्संयोगस्य नित्यत्वेन सुषुप्त्यभावप्रसङ्गात्‌ | Ng STAT 
आत्ममनःसंयोगस्य सर्वदा विद्यमानत्वात्‌ | अणुत्वे तु यदा मनः घुरीतति 


1 A B insert दुःख after सुख 9 E H read SETS. 
quite unnecessarily, . ण्‌ 
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नाड्यां प्रविशति तदा सुषुप्तिः । यदा निःसरति तदा ज्ञानोत्पात्तिरित्यणुत्व- 
सिद्विः ॥ 

न्या. बो. --मनो निरूपयति--सुखादिति | उपलब्धिनोम साक्षा- 
त्कारः | तथा च सुखादिसाक्षात्कारकारणत्वे सतीन्द्रियत्वं मनसो लक्षणम्‌ | 
इन्द्रियतवमात्रोक्तौ चक्षुरादावतिन्याप्तिरतः qeu | विरोष्यानुपादान 
आत्मन्यतिव्याततिरात्मनो ज्ञानादिकं प्रति समवायेकारणत्वात्‌ | अत 
इन्द्रियत्वोपादानम्‌ ॥ 

[१९] 

चक्षुमात्रग्राह्मो गुणो रूपस्‌ | तञ्च शुुनीलपीतरक्तहरितकापेश- 
चित्रभेदात्सप्तविधं एथिवीजलतेजोवृत्ति। तत्र पृथिव्यां सप्तविधम्‌ | 
अभाखरशुङ्ं जले | भाखरशुक्ल तेजसि' ॥ 

त. दी-- रूपं लक्षयति--चक्षुरिति । संख्यादाबतिव्याप्तिवारणाय 
मात्रपदम्‌ | रूपत्वेऽतिव्याप्तिबारणाय गुणपदम्‌ । प्रभाभित्तिसंयोगेऽति- 
ब्याप्तिवारणाय चकषुर्मात्रग्राह्मजातिमत्त्वं वाच्यम्‌ | रूपं विभजते-त- 
श्चेति ॥ नन्वव्याप्यबृत्तिनीलादिसमुदाय एव चित्ररूपमिति चेन्न रूपस्य 
व्याप्यवृत्तित्वानियमात्‌ | ननु चित्रपटेऽवयवरूपस्य प्रतीतिरस्त्विति चेन्न | 
रूपराहितत्वेन पटस्याप्रत्यक्षत्वप्रसङ्गात्‌ | न च रूपवत्समवेतत्वं प्रत्यक्षत्व- 
प्रयोजकं गौरवात्‌ । तस्मात्पटस्य प्रत्यक्षत्वानुपपत््या चित्ररूपसिद्विः | 
रूपस्याश्रयमाह--प्रथिबीति । आश्रयं विभज्य दशयति--तृत्रेति ॥ 


1 A BX 7९११ amat gg and that of तेजस; while taken 
भास्वरं Ys च respectively; ग K separately, they can give pro- 
have the same as A without per sense only if construed as 
the last च; EGH have qe adverbs modifying =z. 
भास्वरं: The reading adopted 


in the text is that of C D and | 2 N has विशेष्यपदं देयं for चश्चुर्मी- 
Sc., and is preferred as making त्ग्राह्मजा तिमत्त्वं वाच्यम्‌. C ४ Z 
the sense clearer. अभास्वर and omit the sentence yatta 
आस्वर, when prefixed to 43, &e,, while A omits the next 
serve to distinguish the parti- sentence रूप &. GL M P 


cular kind of ggg of जल from and W omit both sentences, 
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न्या, बो.--रूपं लक्षयति--चक्षुमीत्रेति | चश्षुर्मान्रप्राह्मतरविशिष्ट- 
गुणत्वं रूपस्य लक्षणम्‌ । विशेष्यमात्रोपादाने रसादावतिव्याप्तिः | अत- 
्नुमतरग्राह्मति | तावन्मात्रोपादाने ूपत्वेऽतिब्याप्तिः | यो गुणो यदि- 
न्द्रिग्राहमस्तन्निष्टा जातिस्तदभातरस्तदिन्द्रियग्राह्म इति नियमात्‌ | तद्वारणाय 
विशेष्योपादानम्‌ | चक्षुमात्रग्रा्मलं नाम waar सतिं 
चक्षुग्राह्मत्वम्‌ | मात्रपदानुपादाने संख्यादिसामान्यगुणेऽतिव्या्तिः संख्या- 
दाबपि चक्षुग्राह्मत्वविशिष्टगुणत्वस्थ सत्त्वात्‌ | अतस्तद्वारणाय मात्रपदम्‌ | 
संख्यादे श्क्षुभिन्नत्वगिन्द्रियग्रह्मतवाञचक्षुमातरग्राह्मत्वं नास्ति । अतीन्द्रिये 
गुरुत्वादावतिव्याप्तिवारणाय चकषुर्गाह्ेति | अत्र लक्षणे ग्राह्यत्वं नाम 
लौकिकम्रस्यक्षविषयत्वम्‌ | अग्राह्यत्वं नाम तदविषयत्वम्‌ | तथा च ag- 
भिन्नेन्द्रियजन्यत्वाचसाक्षात्कारात्रिषयत्वे सति चक्षुर्जन्यचाक्षुषग्रत्यक्षविषय- 
त्वमिति फलितार्थः | ननु प्रभाभित्तिसंयोगे रूपलक्षणस्यातिब्याष्तिस्तस्य 
चक्षुमतरग्राह्मयुणत्वादिति चेन्न | गुणपदस्य विशेषगुणपरत्वात्‌। न चैवं 
विशेषगुणघटितळक्षणे संख्यादाबतिव्याप्त्यभावान्मात्रपदवैयर्थ्यमिति वाच्यम्‌ | 
जलमात्रबृत्तिसांसिद्धिकद्रवत्वेऽतिव्या्तिवारणाय तदुपादानात्‌ || अथवा 
चक्षुमांत्रग्राह्मजातिमहुणत्वस्थ॒ लक्षणत्वान्न प्रमाभित्तिसंयोगादावतिव्याष्तिः 
संयोगत्वजातेक्च्षुमात्रग्राह्मत्वामावाद्वटपटसंयोगस्य॒त्वगिन्द्रियग्राह्यत्वात्तद्गत- 
जातेरपि त्वगिन्द्रियग्राह्मत्वात्‌। अत्र जातिघटितळक्षणे गुणत्वाचुपादाने 
चक्षुमात्रग्राह्मजातिमति सुवर्णादाबतिब्यातिः | अतस्तद्वारणाय तदुपादानम्‌ ॥ 
एवं रसादिलक्षणे विशेषणानुपादाने लक्ष्यमिन्नगुणादावतिव्याप्तिः | विशेष्या- 
नुपादाने लक्ष्यमात्रबृत्तिरसत्वगन्धत्वादाबतिव्याप्तिः | अतो विशेषण- 
विशेष्ययोरु भयोरुपादानम्‌ ॥ 


[२०] 
रसनग्राह्यो गुणो रसः। स च मधघुरास्ललवणकड्कषायतिक्त- 
भेदात्पढ़िध! | प्रथिवीजलब्वत्तिः। पृथिव्यां पड़िध! | जले मधुर एव ॥ 


त. दी,--रसं लक्षयति--रसनेति । रसत्वे5तिव्यात्तिपरिहाराय 
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गुणपदम्‌ | रसस्याश्रयमाह-- पृथित्रीति ॥ आश्रयं विभज्य दर्शयति 
--एथिव्यामिति ॥ 
[२१] 
घाणग्राद्यी गुणो गन्धः। स च द्विविधः सुरभिरसुरभिश्च | 
पृथिवीमात्रवृत्तिः | 
त. दी.-गन्धं लक्षयति--घ्राणेति | गन्धत्वेऽतिन्याप्तिवारणाय 
गुणपदम्‌ ॥ 
[२२] 
त्वगिन्द्रियमात्रग्राद्यो शुणः स्पर्श: । स च त्रिविधः शीतोष्णा- 
नुष्णाशीतभेदात्‌ | पथिव्यप्तेजोबायुद्यत्तिः | तत्र शीतो जले । उष्णस्ते- 
जसि | अनुष्णाशीतः एथिवीत्राय्योः ॥ 
त. दी.--स्पश लक्षयति--त्वगिति | स्पदीत्वेऽतिब्याप्तिवारणाय 
गुणपदम्‌ | संयोगादावतिव्यापिवारणाय ATE ll 
न्या. बो---स्पश छक्षयति--त्वगिन्द्रियमात्रग्राह्म इति । अत्रापि 
मात्रपदं संख्यादिसामान्यगुणादावतिव्याप्रिवारणाय । अन्यविशेषणकृत्यं 
पूर्ववद्वोध्यम्‌ ॥ ग्राह्मत्वपदार्थोऽपि पूर्ववत्मत्यक्षविषयत्वरूप एव बोध्यः |i 


[ २३] 
रूपादिचतुष्टयं प्रृथिव्यां पाकजमनित्यं च । अन्यत्रापाकर्ज 
-नित्यमनित्यं च । नित्वगतं नित्यस्‌ | अनित्यगतमनित्यम्‌ ॥ 
त. दी---पाकजमिति | पाकस्तेजःसंयोगः । तेन पूर्वरूपं नश्यति 
ख्पान्तरमुत्पद्यत इत्यर्थः | अत्र परमाणुष्वेव पाको न RUT | 
आमपाकनिक्षिप्ते घटे परमाणुषु ख्पान्तरोत्पत्तौ शयामघटनारे पुनर्ल्णु- 





l V reads संख्यादावातिग्यातिः satisfactory. The one adopted 
which is perhaps preferable. in the text may mean a fur- 
2N Z and Nil omit प्क: nace if interpreted as a Bahu- 
Other readings are आपाक and ४०६४४ compound: आमस्य (घटस्य) 


अपाक; but all are equally un- पाको यासिन, 


-AN 
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कादिक्रमेण रक्तघटोत्पत्तिः | तत्र परमाणवः समवायिकारणम्‌ । तेजः- 
संयोगो5समवायिकारणम्‌ | erre निमित्तकारणम्‌ | इ्णुकादिरूपे 
कारणरूपमसमवायिकारणम्‌ इति पीछपाकवादिनो वैशेषिकाः | पूर्वघटस्य 
नाशां विनैवावयविन्यवयवेषु परमाणुपर्यन्तेषु च  युगपडूपान्तरोत्पत्तिरिति 
पिठरपाकवादिनो नैयायिकाः | अत एव पार्थिवपरमाणुषु रूपादिकमनित्य- 
मित्यर्थः | अन्यत्रेति | जलादावित्यर्थः | नित्यगतम्निति.। परमाणुगत- 
मित्यर्थः qp अनित्यणतमिति । ब्यणुकादिनिष्ठमित्य्थः | रूपादि तुष्टय- 
मुद्धूतं प्रत्यक्षमनुद्धृतमग्रत्यक्षम्‌ | उद्भूतव्वं प्रत्यक्षप्रयोजको ध्मः । ,तद- 
भावाऽचुद्भतत्वम्‌ || 

न्या. बो---रूपादिचतुष्टय॑ पृथिव्यां पाकजमिति। एतत्तत्त- 
निर्णयश्चेत्थम्‌ | पाको नाम विजातीयतेजःसंयोगः | स च नानाजातीयः | 
रूपजनको विजातीयः संयोगस्तदपेक्षया रसजनको विजातीयः | एवं 
स्पर्शादावपि | एवंप्रकारेण भिन्नभिन्नजातीयाः पाकाः कार्थवैलक्षण्येन 
कल्पनीयाः | तथाहि तृणपुञ्जनिक्षिप्त आम्रादौ उष्मळक्षणाविजातीयतेजः- 
संयोगातूर्वहरितरूपनाशे रूपान्तरस्य पीतादेरुत्पत्तिः पूर्वरसस्याम्ळस्यै- 
वानुभवातू |. कचिसूवेहरितरूपसत्तेऽपि रसपरावृत्तिईश्यते विजातीयतेजः- 
संयोगरूपपाकवशात्पूर्वतनाम्ठरसनाशे मधुररसस्यानुभवात्‌ | तस्मादूप- 
जनकापेक्षया रसजनको विलक्षणः | एबं गन्धजनको विलक्षण एवाङ्गी- 
कार्यो रूपरसयोरपरावृत्तावपि पूर्वगन्धनारो विजातीयतेजःसयोगेन सुरभि- 
गन्धोपळव्धेः | एवं स्परीजनकोऽपिं पाकवशात्कठिनस्परीनारे मृदुस्पशी- 
नुभवात्‌ । तस्माद्रूपादेजनका विजातीया एव पाका यथाकायंसुन्नेया: | 
अत एव पार्थिवपरमाणूनामेकजातीयत्वेऽपि पाकमहिम्ना विजातीयद्रन्या- 
न्तरानुभवः | यथा गोभुक्ततृणादीनामापरमाण्वन्तं मङ्गे तृणारम्भकपरमाणुषु 
बिजातीयतेजःसंयोगवशातूर्वरूपादिचतुष्टयनारे तदनन्तरं दुग्धे याइशं 
रूपादिकं वर्तते ताइृशरूपरसगन्धस्पररजनकास्तेजःसंयोगा जायन्ते | 
तदुत्तरं ताइृशरूपरसादय उत्पद्यन्ते | तादशरूपादिविशिष्टपरमाणुमिदुग्ध- 
RIRA | ततस्त्र्यणुकादिक्रमेण मह्दादुरधारम्भः ॥ एवं महादुर्धा- 

TS..3 


१८ तर्कसंग्रहः [ scr. 23 
रम्भकैः परमाणुभिरेव दध्यारभ्यते | एवं पाकमहिन्नैव दध्यारम्भकैः परमाणु- 
भिर्नवनीतारम्भ इति दिक्‌ ॥ 
[२४] | 
„ एकत्वादिव्यवहारहेतुः संख्या । “नव॒द्रव्यवृत्तिरेकत्वादिपराध- 
पयेन्ता । wae नित्यमनित्यं च'। नित्यगतं नित्यमनित्यगतम- 
नित्यस्‌ | द्वित्वादिकं तु सर्वत्रानित्यमेव ॥ 
त. दी.--संख्यां लक्षयति--एकत्वेति ।। 
[२५] 
मानव्यवहारकारणं परिमाणं | नवद्रव्यवृत्ति । तब्वतुर्विधम्‌ | अणु 
महद्दीर्घं geb चेति ॥ : 
त. दी.--परिमाणं छक्षयति--मानेति । परिमाणं विभजते-- 
तादिति | भावप्रधानो निर्देशः | अणुत्वं महत्त्व दीर्घत्वं स्वत्वं चेत्यथः ॥ 
[२६ ] 
पृथग्व्यवहारकारणं TIS | सवद्रव्यवृत्ति ॥ 
त. दी.---एथक्त्व॑ लक्षयति--पृथागिति | इदमस्मात्पृथगिति व्यवहार- 
कारणमित्यर्थः ॥ 


[२७] 


संयुक्तव्यवहारहेतुः संयोगः । ATIR: ॥ 
त. दी.--संयोगं लक्षयति--संथुक्ष्तेति | इमौ संयुक्ताविति व्यवहा 


1 A B C inseri असाधारण be- copies is preferred. See Note 


tween व्यवहार and हेतु here and loc, cit. 
in the following definitions of | 2 A B insert सा before नवद्र॒ब्य- 
परिमाण, vam and संयोग, but afa:. 


the reading of the majority of | 3 C E K X omit नित्यमनित्यं च, 


{ 


secr. 29] तकेदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः २९, 


रद्देतुरित्यथः | संख्यादिलक्षणेषु सर्वत्र दिक्कालादाबतिव्याप्तिवारणाया- 
साधारणेति पदं देयम्‌ || संयोगो द्विविधः कमजः संयोगजश्च | आद्यो 
हस्तक्रियया हस्तपुस्तकसंयोगः। द्वितीयो हरतपुस्तकसंयोगात्कायपुस्तक- 
संयोगः | अव्याप्यबृत्तिः संयोगः । खात्यन्ताभावसमानाधिकरणत्वमव्या- 
प्यवृत्तित्वम्‌ ॥ 

[२८] 


संयोगनाशको गुणो विभागः । सवेद्रव्यवृत्तिः ॥ 

त. दी.--विभागं लक्षयति--संयोशेति । कालादावतिन्यापिवार- 
णाय गुण इति | रूपादावतिव्याप्तिवाणाय संयोगनाशक इति। fe 
भागोऽपि द्विविधः कर्मजो विभागजश्च | आद्यो हस्तक्रियया हस्तपुस्तक- 
विभागः | द्वितीयो हस्तपुस्तकविभागात्कायपुस्तकविभागः ॥ 

न्या. बो---विभागं लक्षयति--संयोगति । संयोगनाशकत्वविशिष्ट- 
गुणत्वं विभागस्य लक्षणम्‌ । विरोषणमात्रोपादाने क्रियाया अपि dal 
नाशकत्वात्तत्रातिव्यासतिवारणाय गुणत्वं विशेष्यम्‌ || 


[२९] 


परापरव्यवहारासाधारणकारणे' परत्वापरत्वे | एथिव्यादिचतुष्टय- 
मनोवृत्तिनी । ते द्विविधे दिक्कृते कालकृते wi दूरस्थे दिक्कृतं 
परत्वम्‌ | समीपस्ये दिक्कृतसपरत्वस्‌ | ज्येष्ठे कालकृतं परत्वम्‌ | 
कनिष्ठे कालकृतमपरत्वम्‌ ॥ 

त. दी.--परत्वापरत्वयोलक्षणमाह-परेति । परव्यवहारासाधारण- 
कारणं परत्वम्‌ । अपरव्यवहारासाधारणकारणमपरत्वमित्यर्थः । परापरत्वे 
विभजते--ते RAY इति । दिक्कृतयोरुदाह्दरणमाह--दूरस्थ इतिं ॥ 
कालकृते उदाहरति--ज्येष्ठ इति ॥ 

1 HJ omit असाधारण, but wost | 2 EG H J and X omit प्राथि- 


of the copies agree in retain-| व्यादे ete. 
ing it. 


२० . तर्कखंश्रहः [ secr. 30 


[३०] 
_ आद्यपतनासमपरायिकारणं गुरुत्वं पृथिवीजलवृत्ति ॥ 
त. दी,--शुरुल्रं लक्षयति--आद्येति | द्वितीयादिपतनस्य वेगा- 
समवायिकारणत्वाद्वेगेऽतिव्याप्तिवारणायाद्येति ॥ 
न्या. चो---गुरुत्वं लक्षयति--आद्येति | द्वितीयादिंपतनक्रियायां 
वेगस्यैवासमवायिकारणत्वात्तत्रातिव्यापतिवारणायाद्येति | उत्तरत्र स्यन्दन 
` आद्यविशेषणमपि पूर्ववदेव योजनीयम्‌ ॥ 


[३१] ` | 

आधद्यखन्दनासमवायिकारणं द्रवत्वं । पृथिव्यप्ेजोइत्ति | तद्विविधं 

सांसिद्धिकं नेमित्तिकं च । सांसिद्धिकं जले नेमित्तिकं पथिवी- 

तेजसोः | एथिव्यां घतादावग्निसंयोगजन्यं द्रवत्वम्‌ । तेजसि 
सुबर्णादों ॥ 

. दी---द्रवत्वं लक्षयति--आद्यस्यन्द्नेति । स्यन्दनं wary | 
तेजःसंयोगजन्यं नेमित्तिकद्रव॒त्वम | तद्भिन्नं सांसिद्धिकद्रवत्वम्‌। प्राथेव्यां 
नैमित्तिकद्रवत्वमुदाहरति--घरतादाविति | तेजसि तदाह--सुवणो- 
दाविति ॥ 

[३२] 
चुणीदिपिण्डीभाबहतुरुणः स्नेहः | जलमात्रवात्तिः ॥ 
त. दी---लेहं लक्षयति--चूर्णेति । कालादावतिव्या्तिवारणाय 
गुण इति | रूपादाबतिव्याप्तिवारणाय चूणोदीति ॥ 
न्या. qr——sé लक्षयति--चर्णादीति | चूणौदिपिण्डीमावहेतुत्व 
सति गुणत्वं स्नेहस्य लक्षणम्‌ । पिण्डीमावो नाम चूणीदेरधीरणाकषेणहेतु- 
भूतो विलक्षण: संयोगः । ताद्दासंयोगे ख्नेहस्यैवासाधारणकारणत्वम्‌। न 
10777 read "संयोगजं नैमित्तिक. 


2 B omits तेजासि सुवर्णादो. 5A GJ Y Z read पिण्डीभावेति; 
9,4 G J Y Z omit gq« after A has गुण for रूप wrongly. 





sect. 34 ] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः २१ 


ठु जलादिगतद्रवत्वस्य | तथा सति दुतसुवर्णादिसंयोगे चूणीदेः पिण्डी- 
भावापत्तेः | अतः SE एवासाधारणकारणम्‌ | विशेषणमात्रोपादाने काला- 
दावतिव्यास्तिस्तद्वारणाय विरोष्योपादानम्‌ | वस्तुतस्तु द्रुतजळसंयोगस्येव 
पिण्डीभावद्देतुत्वम्‌ | seer पिण्डीमावहेतुत्वे मानाभावात्‌ | जले mu 
विशेषणात्करकादिव्याद्ृत्तिः ॥ 


[३३ | 
AAT गुणः शब्द | आकाशमात्रइत्तिः | स द्विविधो 
घ्वन्यात्मकों वणोत्मकश्रेति । भ्यन्यात्मको भेर्यादौ INAR 
संस्कृतभाषादिरूपः ॥ 


त. दी---शब्दं लक्षयति--श्रोश्रेति | शब्दत्वेडतिव्याप्तिवारणाय 
गुण इति । रूपादावतिब्याप्तिवारणाय श्रोत्रेति ॥ शब्दख्रिविधः | सयोगजो 
बिभागजः शब्दजश्वेति | तत्राद्यो भेरीदण्डसंयोगजन्यः । द्वितीयो वंश 
उत्पाट्यमाने दळद्यविभागजन्यश्चटचटाशन्दः | भेयीदिदेशमारभ्य श्रोत्र- 
पर्यन्तं द्वितीयादिशब्दाः शब्दजाः dl 


anan 


न्या. बो---शब्दं छक्षयति--श्रोश्रेति । शब्दत्वेडतिव्याप्तिवारणाय 
गुणपदम्‌ | रूपादावतिव्याप्तिवारणाय श्रोत्रेति ॥ स त्रिविधः । संयोगजो 
बिभागजः शब्दजश्वेति | भेरीदण्डसंयोगजन्यो भाड्डारादिशब्दः | हस्ता- 
मिघातसंयोगजन्यो मृदङ्गादिशब्दः | वंशे पाठ्यमाने दळहूयविभागजश्व- 
टचटादिशब्दः | इब्दोत्पत्तिदेशमारभ्य कर्णविवरपर्यन्त॑ वीचीतरङ्गन्यायेन . 
कद्‌म्बमुकुळन्यायेन वा निमित्तपवनेन शब्दधारा जायन्ते | तत्रोत्तरशब्दे 
पूवेशब्द:' कारणम्‌ ॥ { 


॒ [ ३४] 
सर्वव्यवहारदेतुरबुद्धिज्ञानमः | सा द्विविधा स्मृतिरनुभवश्च | 


1 V has उत्तरोत्तरशब्दे पूर्वपूर्वं शब्दः š G X read हेतुज्ञांनं aia. See 
2 0 K add गुणः after हृतः. AE Note Joc. cit, 


RR तर्कसंग्रहः [ secr. 34 


संस्फारमात्र'जन्यं ज्ञानं स्मृतिः | तद्भिन्नं ज्ञानमसुभवः ॥ 

त. दी---बुद्धेलेक्षणमाह--सर्वेति । 'जानामीत्यनुन्यवसायगम्यज्ञान- 
त्वमेव लक्षणमित्यर्थः । बुद्धि विभजते--सेति ॥ स्थृतेलैक्षणमाह-- 
संस्कारेति । भावनाख्यः संस्कारः । संस्कारध्वंसेऽतिव्याक्षिबारणाय 
ज्ञानमिति | घटादिद्रतयक्षेऽतिन्यातिवारणाय सँस्क्ारजन्यसिति । प्रत्य- 
भिज्ञायामतिव्याप्तिवारणाय ur ॥ अनुभवं लक्षयति--तङ्भि्मम्िति | 
स्मृतिभिन्नं ज्ञानमनुभव इत्यर्थः || i 

न्या. बो.--बुद्देलक्षणमाह---सर्वेति । व्यवहारः शब्दप्रयोग: | ज्ञानं 
विना शाब्दप्रयोगासंभवाच्छव्दप्रयोगरूपव्यवहारददेतुत्व ‘Gael | Si 
विभजते--सा द्विविधेति ॥ स्मृतिं छक्षयति--संस्कारेति । RRP- 
याजन्यत्वविशिष्ट्संस्कारजन्यत्वविशिष्टज्ञानत्व॑ स्मृतेळेक्षणम्‌ | विशेषणानु- 
पादाने प्रत्यक्षाथनुभवे5तिव्यातिः | तद्वारणाय विशेषणोपादानम्‌ | संस्का- 
रघ्वंसेडतिव्याप्रिवारणाय विरोष्योपादानम्‌ | 
ARIES संस्कारजन्यत्वस्य सत्वात्‌ | प्रत्यभिज्ञायामति- 
व्याप्तिवारणाय मात्रपदम्‌ || अनुभवं लक्षयति--तद्भिन्लमिति । तद्धिनत्वं 
नाम स्मृतिमिन्नत्वम्‌ | स्मृतिभिन्नत्वविशिष्टज्ञानलमनुभवस्य लक्षणम्‌ | तत्र 
विशेषणानुपादाने स्मृतावतिब्यातिः | विशेष्पानुपादाने घटादावतिव्याप्तिः | 
अतस्तद्वारणाय विशेषणविशेष्ययोरुभयोरुपादानम्‌ ॥ 


सिवारणाय शानामेति । रूपादाव- 


1 J omits मात्र, while the word 
तिवाप्तिवारणाय सर्वव्यवहारेति 5 


and the commentary on it 


eq प्रति प्रातियोगिनः | 


are added in G in a marginal 
note. S. C. also notices the 
omission of the word in several 
MSS., while the absence of the 
sentence referring io it in 
several copies of T. D. makes it 
probable that the word may 
not have existed originally. It 
is however retained in accord- 


ance with Nil. See Note on |. 


मात्र १००. cit. 
2 N and Q add कालादावतिव्या- 


while Q has gw for ज्ञान; but 
the passage is not found any- 
where else, nor noticed by Nil. 

3 ACJLPYZ omit this sen- 
tence, and Gadds it in the 
margin; but it is retained on 
the authority of M N Q W 
and Ni. 


4 All copies except V read 


ज्ञानस्य. 
5 C K R omit बहिरिन्द्रियाजन्य- 
त्ववि दिष्ट, 


secr. 35] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायबोधितल्या च सहितः २३ 


[ ३५] 


स द्विविधो यथार्थाऽयथार्थेश्च | तद्वति तत्प्रकारकोऽ्नुभवो 
यथार्थः | यथा रजत इदं रजतमिति ज्ञानम्‌'। स॑ एव प्रमेत्युच्यते | 
तदभाववति 'तस्प्रकारकोऽलुभनोऽयथार्थः । “यथा शुक्ताविदं 
रजतमिति ज्ञानम्‌ ॥ 


त. दी.--अनुभवं विमजते--स द्विविध इति । यथार्थानुभवस्य 
लक्षणमाह--तद्ठतीति | ननु घटे धटत्वमितिं प्रमायामव्याप्तिः घटत्वे 
घटाभावादिति चेन्न | यत्र यत्संबन्धोऽस्ति तत्र तत्संबन्धानुभव इत्यथीद्ध- 
ash घटसंबन्धोऽस्तीति नाव्याप्तिः | a इति । यथाथीनुभव एव 
शाखे प्रमेत्युच्यत इष्यर्थः | अयथार्थ लक्षयति--तदभाववतीति । T- 
न्विदं संयोगीति प्रमायामतिव्याप्तिरिति चेन्न | यदवच्छेदेन यत्संबन्धाभाव- 
स्तदवच्छेदेन तत्संवन्धन्ञानस्य विवक्षितत्वात्‌ संयोगाभावावच्छेदेन संयोग- 
ज्ञानस्य भ्रमत्वात्‌ संयोगावच्छेदेन संयोगसंबन्धस्य “स्वात्‌ नातिव्याप्तिः | 


न्या. बो.--अनुभवं विभजते-स द्विविध इति। यथार्थीनुभबं 
लक्षयति--तद्गतीति | dedita सप्तम्यर्थो विशेष्यकत्वम्‌ | तच्छब्देन 
'प्रकारीभूतो धर्मा em: | तथा च तदृह्निशेष्यकत्वे सति तत्म्रकारकत्वं 
श्यथार्थानुभवस्य लक्षणम्‌ | उदाहरणम्‌ । रजत इदं रजतमिति ज्ञानम्‌ | 


--—————— 
1CHJ K omit this sentence; well as A's addition सेवाप्रमे- 
EG Q X have instead यथायं त्युच्यते seem to be interpola- 
घट इति; B adds सत्य before रजत. tions. 
2 The reading in all copies of 5 G reads qaum: for यत्संबन्धा- 
T. S. and T, D. except J is सेव; भावः. र 
but स एव is adopted as being 6 A has संय 
grammatically more correct, संयोगसंवन as संयोगशानस्य प्रमात्वात्‌ for 
3 Q omits अनुभवः while C E न्धस्य सत्त्वात्‌; J reads 


have तत्प्रकारकश्च. विद्यमानत्वात for सत्त्वात्‌. 
40 HJ F and Q omit this | 7 V adds ज्ञान before प्रकारीभूतः, 
sentence, D adds further रज- perhaps better. 


तत्वाभाववति शुक्तौ रजतत्वप्रकारक- | 9 8 T and W read तत्प्रकारत्वे स- 
amaaa; but this as wwe, perhaps better, 


२४ तर्कसंग्रहः [ secr. 35 


रजतत्ववद्विशेष्यकत्वे सति रजतत्वग्रकारकं ज्ञानम्‌ | तदन्निष्टविशेष्यतानिरू- 


पिततन्निष्ठप्रकारिताशालित्वमिति निष्कर्षः | अन्यथा यथाश्रुते रङ्गरजतयोरिमे 


TINE इत्याकारकसमूहाल्म्बन भ्रमे5तिब्याप्ति: | तत्रापि रजतत्ववद्विशेष्य- 
कत्वरजतत्वप्रकारकत्वयोः रङ्गस्ववद्विरोष्यकत्बरङ्गत्वप्रकारकत्वयोश्च सत्वात्‌ | 
उक्तनिष्कर्षे तु दर्शितश्रमे नातिव्याप्तिः | रजतत्वप्रकारताया रजतत्व- 
बद्रजतविशेष्यतानिरूपितत्वाभावात्‌ | एवं रद्धृत्वप्रकारताया रज्गत्ववद्रङ्गवि- 
शेष्यतानिरूपितत्वाभावाच्च | किं तु समूहालम्बने श्रमस्य रज्ञांशे रजतत्वा- 
वगाहित्वेन रजतांशे रङ्गस्वाबगाहित्वेन च रजतत्बप्रकारतायाः रङ्गत्ववद्विशे- 
ष्यतानिरूपितत्वात्‌ | एवं रजतांशे रङ्गत्वग्रकारताया रजतत्ववद्विरष्यता- 
निरूपितत्वान्चेति' || 

अयथार्थानुभवं लक्षयति--तदभाववतीति | अत्रापि पूर्ववत्तदभावव- 
द्विरोष्यतानि रूपिततनिष्टप्रकारताशाणिन्ञानत्वं विवक्षणीयम्‌ | अन्यथा रङ्ग 
रजतयोरिमे रङ्गरजते इत्याकारकसमूहाळम्बनप्रमायामतिव्यासिरेतत्समूहा- 
eer o रजतरङ्गोभयविशेष्यकत्वेन रजतत्वरङ्गस्वोभयम्रकारकत्वेन च 
र॒जतत्वामाववद्रङ्गविशेष्यकत्वरजतत्वप्रकारकत्वयोः रङ्गत्वाभाववद्रजतविरोष्य- 
कत्वरङ्गत्वप्रकारकत्वयोश्च TAL | उक्तानिष्कर्षे तु न तत्रातिव्याप्तिः | 
TRI: रजतांशे रजतत्वावगाहित्वेन wet रङ्गत्वावगाहित्वेन च 
रजतत्वप्रकारताया रजतत्वाभाववद्रङ्गनि ष्ठाविशेष्यतानिरूपितत्वाभावादेवं 
रङ्गत्वप्रकारताया रङ्ग्वाभाववद्रजतनिष्ठविरोष्यतानिरूपितत्वाभावाच्च | उदा- 
हरणम्‌ | यथा शुक्ताविति ॥ 

[३६] 


यथार्थानुभवश्चतुर्विधः प्रत्यक्षानुमित्युपमितिश्ञाब्दभेदात्‌ । 
तत्करणमपि चतुर्विधं ग्रत्यक्षानुमानोपमानश्चब्द भेदात्‌ ॥ 

त. दी--यथार्थानुभवं विभजते--यथार्थेति । प्रसङ्गाग्रमाकरणं 
विभजते---तत्करणमिति । प्रमाकरणमित्यर्थः । प्रमायाः करणं प्रमाण- 
मिति प्रमाणसामान्यळक्षणम्‌ ॥ ; 


1 W reads differently; U adds मूहालम्वनं. 
नानासुख्यविशेष्यताशालिज्ञानं स- 2 The reading is taken from W. 


F 


$6०1. 38] तकेदीपिकयां न्यायचोधिन्या चं सहितः र्ष 
न्या, बो,--यथार्थानुभब॑ विभजते--यथाथोनुभव इति । तत्क- 
रणमिति । फलीभूतप्रत्यक्षादिकरणं चतुर्विधमित्यर्थः | प्रत्यक्षादिचतुर्विध- 
प्रमाणानां प्रमाकरणत्वं. सामान्यलक्षणम्‌ | एकैकप्रमांणलक्षणं तु वक्ष्यते 
प्रत्यक्षज्ञानेत्यादिना ॥ 
[३७] 


असाधारणं कारणं करणस्‌ | 


त, दी,--करणळक्षणमाइ--असाघारणेति । “साधारणकारणे 
दिक्कालादावतिव्याप्तिवारणायास्ताधारणेति ॥ 
न्या, बो,-करणळक्षणमाइ--असाधारणमिति । व्यापारवदसा- 


धारणं कारणं करणमित्यर्थः | असाधारणकारणत्वं च 'कार्यत्वव्याप्यधमी- 
वाव्छिन्नकायतानिरूपितकारणताशालिल्वम्‌ | यथा दण्डादेर्धटादिकं प्रत्य- 
साधारणकारणत्वम्‌ | कार्यत्वव्याप्यधर्मो घट्वादिरूपधमः तदवच्छिन्न- 
कार्यता घटे | तन्निरूपितकारणता दण्डे | अतो घटं प्रति दण्डोऽसाधा- 
रणकारणम्‌ | भ्रम्यादिरूपव्यापारवत्त्वाच करणम्‌। साधारणकारणत्वं कार्य- 
त्वावच्छिन्नकार्यतानिरूपितकारणताशालित्वम्‌ | यथा ईश्वरादृष्टादेः कार्य- 
त्वावच्छिन्नं प्रत्येव कारणत्वात्साधारणकारणत्वम्‌ ॥ 
Oe On 4 [३८] 
कायानयतपूर्वद्वात्त कारणस | 


1 All copies except B and K 





स्यापि देयम्‌- Y adds qå प्रति कपा- 


bo 


insert व्यापारवत्‌ before असाधा- 
रण; in J the word is added in 
margin, apparently by another 
hand. But the प्रतीक in all 
copies of T.D. and the remarks 
of S. 0. conclusively show that 
it did not exist originally. On 
this see Note loc, cit. G 


adds तज्जन्यत्वे सति ठऽ्मन्यजनको 


व्वापारः; but the addition is 
unwarranted. 

N here inserts चक्षुपा घटप्रत्यक्षे 
जननीये चक्षुःसंयोगरूपो व्यापारः | 
तत्रातिव्यास्तिवारणाय व्यापारवादेः 
TS..4 


लद्वयसंयोगवारणाय ब्यापारवादिति; 
but neither passage is found 
in any other copy. - 

3 U and W have अतिरिक्त for 
व्याप्य, 


4 The reading in the text is 


taken from GK Q X, as being 
most probably the correot one. 
A BC D F prefix अनन्यथा- 
सिद्ध to adaa. J adds the 
word in margin. E has अन- 
न्यथासेद्धत्वे सति नियत, while 
H reads कारयेन्न्यथासंद्धिशून्यत्वे 
सति नियत, See Note loc, cit, 


२६ तकेसंग्रहः I secr. 38 


त, दी.---कारणलक्षणमाह--कार्येति | afi कारणमित्युक्ते रास- 
भादाबतिब्याप्तिः स्यादतो नियतेति । तावन्मात्रे कृते कार्येऽतिब्याष्तिरतः 
` पूवैवृत्तीति ॥ ननु तन्तुरूपमपि पटं प्रति कारणं स्यादिति चेन्न | 
अनन्यथासिद्धत्वे सतीति विशेषणात्‌ | अनन्यथासिद्धत्वमन्यथासिद्धिविरह: | 
अन्यथासिद्धिश्च त्रिविधा | येन सहैव यस्य यं प्रति पूर्ववृत्तित्वमवगम्यते 
तं प्रति तेन तदन्यथासिद्धम्‌ | यथा तन्तुना तन्तुरूपं तन्तुत्वं च पटं 
प्रति | अन्यं प्रति ARA ज्ञात एव यस्य यं प्रति पूर्ववृत्तित्वमवगम्यते 
तं प्रति तदन्यथासिद्धम्‌ | यथा Gee प्रति qdgfud ज्ञात एव घटं 
रत्याकाशस्य | अन्यत्र क््प्तानियतपूर्ववर्तिनैव कार्यसंभवे तत्सह भूतम- 
न्यथासिद्धम्‌ । यथा पाकजस्थळे गन्धं प्रति रूपप्रागभावस्य । एवं चान- 
न्यथासिद्धनियतपूरंबृत्तित्वं कारणत्वम्‌ || 

न्या, बो,--कारणं लक्षयति--कार्यनियतेति | कार्य प्रति निय- 
तत्वे सति Hates कारणत्वम्‌ | नियतत्वविशेषणाचुपादाने पूर्ववर्तिनो 
रासमादेरपि घटादिकारणलं स्यादतो नियतेति विशेषणम्‌ | नियतपूर्वव- 
तिनो दण्डरूपादेरपि घटकारणत्वं स्याद्तोऽ नन्यथासिद्धपदमपि कारण- 
लक्षणे निवेशनीये दण्डरूपादीनामन्यथासिद्धत्वात्‌ ॥ 

[ ३९ ] 

कायं प्रागभावप्रतियोगि | 

त, दी,--कार्यलक्षणमाह--कार्यमिति ॥ 

न्या, बो,--कार्य लक्षयति--प्रागिति । प्रागभावप्रातयोगित्व का- 
यस्य लक्षणम्‌ | उतत्तेः पूर्वमिह घटो भविष्यतीति प्रतीतिर्जायते | एतः 
ठतीतिविषयोऽमाबः ग्रागमावस्तत््रातियोगि घटादिरूसं कार्यम्‌ ॥ 

[४० ] 

कारणं त्रिविधं समवाय्यसमवायिनिमित्तमेदात्‌ । यत्समनेतं 
MAT तत्समवायिकारणम्‌ | यथा तन्तवः पटस्य पटश्च ख- 
गतरूपादेः । कार्थण कारणेन वा संहैकसिन्नथे समवेतत्वे सति 


~ 


stor. 40] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः २७ 


यत्कारणं तदसमवायिकारणक्ष' । यथा तन्तुसंयोगः पटस्य तन्तुरूपं 
पटरूपस्य | तदुभयभिन्नं कारण निमिचकारणम्‌ । यथा तुरीवेमादिकं 
पटस्य | 


त, दी.--कारणं विमजते-क्ारणमिति । समवायिकारणस्य 
लक्षणमाह यत्समवेत॒मिति | यस्मिन्समवेतमित्यथः | असमवायिकारणं 
लक्षयति कार्येणेति | कार्येगेत्येतदुदाहरति तन्तुसँयोग इति । कार्येण 
पटेनैकरिंमस्तन्तो समवेतत्वात्तन्तुसंयोगः पठस्यासमवायिकारणमित्यथः | 
कारणेन सहेत्येतदुदाइरति--तन्हुरूपमिति । कारणेन पटेन सहैकस्मि- 
स्तन्तो समवेतत्वात्तन्तुरूपं पटरूपस्यासमवायिकारण मित्यर्थः | निमित्त- 
कारणं लक्षयति तदुभयेति | समवाय्यसमवायिभिन्नं कारणं निमित्तकारण- 
मित्यर्थः ॥ 


न्या, बो.--कारणं विभजते--कारणमिति । समवायिकारणं लक्ष- 
यति--यत्समबेतमिति ॥ यस्मिन्समवेतं सत्‌ समवायेन संबद्धं सत्‌ 
कार्यमुत्पद्यते तत्समवायिकारणमित्यर्थः। उदाहरणं--यथा तन्तव इति । 
तन्तुषु समवायेन संबद्ध सत्‌ पटात्मकं कार्यसुत्पद्ते इति तन्तवः समवायि- 
कारणमित्ययः | सामान्यलक्षणं तु समवायसंबन्धावच्छिन्रकार्यतानिरूपित- 
. तादात्म्यसंबन्धावच्छिन्रकारणत्वं समवायिकारणत्वमिति . । समवायसंबन्धेन 
घटाधिकरणे कपालादौ कपालादेस्तादात्म्यसंबन्धेनेव सत्त्वात्‌ | समवाय- 
संबन्धाबच्छिन्नघटल्वावाच्छि्कार्यतानिरूपिततादात्म्यसंबन्धावच्छिन्नकारणता- 
याः कपाळादौ स॒त्ताङक्षणसमन्वयः | समवायेन जन्यभावत्वावच्छिन्नं 
प्रति तादात्म्यसंब्रन्धेन द्रव्यस्यैव कारणल्वाजन्यभावेषु द्रव्यगुणकर्मसु 





1 Eand Q supply aq and तत्‌ | सावकार्यस्यैव। अभावस्य तु निमित्तः 


which though not absolutely मात्रम्‌, but the: words are not 

necessary are inserted as mak- found in any other copy. 

ing the sense clearer. 4 W inserts here aree 
2 K reads परगतरूपस्य- वाच्छिन्न. 


3 N here adds इदं च कारणत्रयं. 


२८ EE [ secr. 40 


त्रिषु द्रव्यमेव समवायिकारणम्‌ | द्रव्ये द्रव्यावयवाः समवायिकारणम्‌ | 
अतो गुणादावपि Aa समवायिकारणमित्याशयेनाह पटश्च स्वगत- 
रूपादेरिति | समवायिकारणमित्यनुषज्यते । असमवायिकारणं लक्षयति- 
कार्येणेति | 'असमवायिकारणं द्विविधम्‌ | कार्येण सहैकस्मिन्नर्थे समवेतं 
सत्‌ कारणमसमवायिकारणमित्येकम्‌ | कारणेन सहैकस्मिनर्ध समवेतं सत्‌ 
कारणमसमवायिकारणामित्यपरमित्यर्थः | अत्र कारणेनेत्यस्य स्वकार्यसमवायि- 
कारणेनेत्यर्थः | जन्यद्रव्यमात्रेऽत्रयवसंयोगस्यैवासमवायिकारणत्वात्पटात्मक- 
कार्ये तदवयवतन्तुसयोगस्यैवासमवायिकारणत्वं दर्शयन्प्रथमसुदाहरति-- 
यथा तन्तुसंयोगः पटस्थेति | पटात्मककार्येण सहैकस्मिन्नर्थे तन्तौ सम- 
ad सत्‌ समवायसंबन्धेन वर्तमानं सत्‌ पटात्मककार्यं प्रति तन्तुसंयोगात्मकं 
कारणमसमवायिकारणमित्यर्थः | द्वितीयंसमवायिकारणं दर्शयति--कार- 
णेन सहेत्यादिना | तदुदाहरति -तन्तुरूपभिति | कारणेन पटरूप- 
समवायिकारणी भूतपटेन सहैकस्मिनर्थ तन्तुरूपेऽथै समवेतं सत्‌ समवाय- 
संबन्धेन वर्तमानं सत्‌ तन्तुरूपं पटगतरूपं प्रति कारणं भवति । . 
अतोऽसमबायिकारणं तन्तुरूपं पटरूपस्य | सामान्यलक्षणं तु समवाय- 
संबन्धावच्छिन्नकार्यतानिरूपिता या समवायखसमवायिसमवेतत्वान्यतर- 
-संबन्धावच्छिन्ना कारणता तदाश्रयत्वम्‌। 'समवायसंबन्धावाच्छिना कपाळ- 
द्यसंयोगनिष्ठा कारणता कपालब्रयसंयोगे वतेते । एवमाद्यपतन क्रियाया- 
माद्यस्यन्द्नक्रियायां च गुरुत्वद्रवत्वे असमवायिकारणे भवतः । आद्यपतन- 
क्रियां प्रत्याद्स्यन्दनक्रियां प्रति च तयोः समवायसंबन्धेनेव कारणत्वात्‌ | 
अवयवियुणादौ त्ववयवगुणादेः खसमवायिसमवेतत्वसंबन्धेनेव कारण- 
्वात्तत्संबन्धावच्छिन्नकारणताश्रयत्वमवयवरुणादो वतेते | अवयव भूतकपाल- 
तन्तुरूपादेः सखशब्दग्राह्मकपालरूपतन्तुरूपसमवायिकपालतन्तुसमवेतत्व- 


1 The following two sentences कायतानिरूपित*, but all other 
are omitted in C K R, , copies omit the words, S T 
2 W reads differently. also read संयोगत्वावच्छिन्ना 
3 Before समवाय $ T insert for auas. W reads 
द्रब्यासमवायिकारणीभूतावयवसंवन्धे g.| differently. 
समवायसंवन्धावाच्छिन्नघटत्वावच्छिन्न- | 


sEcr. 42] तकेदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः २९ 


संबन्धेन घटपटादौ 'सत्त्वात्‌ ॥ निमित्तकारणं लक्षयति--तदुभयभिन्न- 
मिति । समवाय्यसमवायिभिन्नमित्यर्थः ॥ 


४१ 

तदेतत्रिविधकारणमध्ये UE कारणं तदेव करणस्‌ ॥ 

त, दी.--करणळक्षणमुपसंहरति--तदेतदिति ॥ 

न्या. बो.--करणळक्षणसुपसंहरति-तदेतादिति | यदसाधारणमित्यत्र 
व्यापारबच्ते सतीत्यपि पूरणीयम्‌ । अन्यथा तन्तुकपालसयोगयोरतिव्याप्तिः । 
तन्तुकपालसंयोगयोरपि कार्यत्वातिरिक्तपटत्वघटत्वावच्छिन्नं प्रति कारण- 
त्वादसाधारणत्वमस्त्येव । अतस्तत्र करणत्ववारणाय ध्यापारवत््वे सतीति 
करणळक्षणे विशेषणं देयम्‌ | व्यापारत्वं तु तजन्यत्वे सति तजन्यजनक- 
त्वम्‌ । भवति हि दण्डजन्यत्वे सति दण्डजन्यघटजनकता भ्नम्यादेर्दण्ड- 
व्यापारस्य | एवं कपाळसंयोगतन्तुसंयोगादेरपि कपालतन्त्वादिव्यापारत्वम्‌ | 
कपालसंयोगस्य कपाल्जन्यत्व सति कपालजन्यघटजनकत्वादेबं du 
संयोगस्य तन्तुजन्यत्वे सति तन्तुजन्यपटजनकत्वात्‌ | करणलक्षणेऽसाधारण- 
विशेषणानुपादान ईश्वराइशदेरपि व्यापारवत्त्वात्करणत्वं स्यात्तत्रातिव्यापि- 
वारणायासाधारणेति ॥ 

४ [४२ ] 

तत्र प्रत्मक्षज्ञानकरणं प्रत्यक्षम्‌ । इन्द्वियाथेसंनिकपेजन्यं ज्ञानं 
Weng । तद्दिविध॑ निर्विकल्पकं सविकल्पकं चेति । तत्र fuut 
कारकं ज्ञानं निर्विकल्पकं यथेदं किंचित | सप्रकारकं ज्ञानं सविः 
कल्पक यथा डित्थोऽयं ब्राह्मणोऽयं शयामोऽयामिति ॥ 
-I STW read the passage some- | 2 E instead of this has किचि- 


दिदामिति वस्तुमात्रावयाहिज्ञानम्‌} 
GJ Q and X omit the words 


1 STW read the passage some- 
what differently, though the 
sense is the same; thus aqq- 





विशुणभूतघटपटरूपादौ त्ववयब्गुः | altogether. 

णभूतकपालतन्तुरूपादेः खपदगाह्य- | 3 E adds पाचकोऽयम्‌, but the 
कपालतन्तुरूपादिसमवायिकपाळतन्त्वा- addition, though desirable as 
दिसमवेतत्वसंवन्धेनेव कारणत्वात्त- giving an instanee of क्रिया, is 


त्संवन्थावाच्छिन्नकारणताश्रयत्वमवयव- ^| ot supported by any other 
गुणभूतकपाळरूपतन्तुरूपादौ वर्तत इति | copy. 
लक्षणसंग्रतिः - a 


३० तर्कसंग्रहः [ scr. 42 


त. दी.---प्रत्यक्षछक्षणमाह--त्त्रेति | प्रमाणचतुष्टयमध्य इत्यर्थः | 
प्रत्यक्षज्ञानस्य लक्षणमाह-इन्ट्रियेति । इन्द्रियं चक्षुरादिकम्‌ | अर्थो 
घटादिः | तयोः संनिकर्षः संयोगादिः तजन्यं ज्ञानमित्यर्थः ॥ afer 
जते--'तद्विबिधमिति । निर्विकल्पकस्य लक्षणमाह निष्प्रकारक 
मिति | विशेषणबिशेष्यसंबन्धानवगाहि ज्ञानमित्यर्थः ॥ ननु निर्विकल्पके 
किं प्रमाणमिति चेन्न | गौरिति Area विशेषणज्ञानजन्यं ARE- 
ज्ञानत्वाइण्डीति ज्ञानवदित्यचुमानस्य प्रमाणत्वात्‌ । विशेषणज्ञानस्यापि 
सविकल्पकत्वेऽनवस्थाप्रसङ्गानिर्विकल्पकसिद्विः || सविकल्पकं लक्षयति-- 
सप्रकारकम्निति | नामजात्यादिविशेषण विरो ्यसंबन्धावगाहि ज्ञान मित्यर्थः | 
सविकल्पकमुदाद्दराति--यथेति ॥ 

न्या, बो.-- षडिधेन्दियभूतम्रत्यक्षप्रमाणस्य लक्षणमाह--तंत्रेति । 
ग्रमाभूतेषु प्रत्यक्षात्मकं यज्ज्ञानं चाक्षुषादिप्रत्यक्षं Ta करणं व्यापार- 
बदसाधारणापिन्द्रियं भवति । अतः प्रत्यक्षज्ञानकरणत्व॑ प्रत्यक्षस्य 
लक्षणम्‌ | आसंनिकषीतिरिक्तचतुर्विधसंनिकर्षाणां समवायघटितत्वेनेन्द्रिय- 
जन्यत्वाभावाब्ापारत्वं न संभवतीतीन्द्रियमनःसंयोगस्यैव 'षड्धप्र्यक्ष 
जननीय इन्द्रियव्यापारता बोध्या | मानसम्नत्यक्षे त्वात्ममनःसंयोगस्यैब सा 
बोध्याः ॥ प्रत्यक्षप्रमाणलक्षणमुकत्वा प्रतयक्षप्रमालक्षणमाह | इन्द्रियार्थ- 
संनिकर्पेते | आदौ लक्षणं जन्यम्रत्यक्षस्येव लक्ष्यत्वाभिग्रायेण | ईश्वर- 
्रत्यक्षसाधारणं लक्षणं तु ज्ञानाकरणकम्‌ | ज्ञानाकरणकमिति प्रत्यक्ष- 
ग्रमाणळक्षणं | ज्ञानं व्यास्िज्ञानं सादृश्यज्ञानं पदज्ञानं च तदेव करणं 
येषां तानि ज्ञानकरणकानि अनुुमित्युपमितिशान्दानि तद्भिननत्वमित्यर्थः | 
प्रत्यक्ष इन्द्रियाणामेव करणत्वान्न ज्ञानस्य करणत्वम्‌ | इदं लक्षणमीश्वर- 








I A GJ Y Z omit this sentence. ara उभयोरुपदानम्‌. V is 

2S8 U and W read ara for nearly to the same effect. 
aga. 4 The reading of U and W is 

8 CK R V omit this sentence, adopted as being more intel- 
and perhaps it is spurious. C ligible. Other copies trans- 
here adds विशेष्यमात्रोक्तो sar pose the sentences. U adds 
वातिव्याप्तिविंशेषणमात्रोक्तौ तद्धूसेऽति- क्षेपकं लक्षणमिदं very appropri- 


व्यािध्वंसं प्रति स्वप्रातियोगिनः कारण- ately, See Note loc, ०४, 


sect. 43]  तकेदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः ३१ 


प्रत्यक्षसाधारणमीश्वरप्रत्यक्षस्याजन्यत्वात्‌ | जन्यप्रत्यक्षस्येवे लक्ष्यत्वा- 
भिग्रायेणोत्तमाह---इन्द्रियाथसनिकर्षति । जन्यप्रत्यक्षस्येव लक्ष्यत्वा- 
मिप्रायेणेदं लक्षणम्‌ || प्रत्यक्ष॑ विभजत--निर्विकल्पकभिति | तहक्ष- 
यति--निष्प्रकारकमिति । प्रकारताशून्यज्ञानत्वमेव निर्विकल्पकत्व- 
मित्यर्थः | निर्विकल्पके चतुर्थी विषयता खीक्रियते । न तु त्रिविधविषयता- 
मध्ये कापि तत्रास्ति । अतो विशेषणताशून्यत्वमिव विशेष्यताञून्यत्वं 
संनिकर्षताञचन्यत्वमित्यपि लक्षणं संभवति ॥ सविकल्पकं लक्षयति 
सप्रकारकमिति | विषयताया ज्ञाननिरूपितत्वात्‌ ज्ञानस्य विषयतानिरू- 
पकत्वेन प्रकारतानिरूपक्ञानत्वं सविकल्पकस्य लक्षणम्‌ | एवं विशेष्य- 
तानिरूपकन्ञानत्बं संनिकर्षतानिरूपकज्ञानत्वमित्यपि लक्षणं संभवति | 
उदाहरणं यथेति | इदंत्वावच्छिन्नविशेष्यतानि रूपितडित्यश्वप्रकारताशालि-' 
ज्ञानं ब्राह्मणस्वप्रकारताझालिज्ञानं च सविकल्पकमित्यथः |i 


[४३] 


प्रत्यक्षज्ञानहेतुरिन्द्रियाथंसनिकर्षः पदः | संयोगः संयुक्तसम- ` 
वायः संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायः समवायः समवेतसमवायो विशेषण- 
विशेष्यभावश्रेति | चक्षुषा घटप्रत्यक्षजनने संयोगः संनिकषः | 
घरसूपग्रत्यक्षजनने संयुक्तसमवायः संनिकपंः चक्षुःसंयुक्ते घटे 
रूपस्य समवायात्‌ | रूपत्वसामान्यप्रत्यक्षे संथुक्तसमबेतसमवायः 
संनिकर्षः चक्षुःसंयुक्ते घटे रूपं समवेतं तत्र रूपत्वस्य समवायात्‌ | 
श्रोत्रे शब्दसाक्षात्कारे समवायः HAR कणविवरवृत्त्याकाशस्य 
श्रोत्रत्वात्‌ शब्दस्याकाशशुणत्वात्‌ गुणगुणिनोश्च समवायात्‌ 
शुब्द्त्वसाक्षात्कारे समवेतसमवायः संनिकषः श्रोत्रसमवेते शब्दे 
शब्दत्वस्य समवायात्‌ । अभावप्रत्यश्ष पविशषर्णावशष्यभावः 


1 A B join the words in a com- necessarily. 
pound; J reads विशेषणता च for | 3 KG read प्रत्यक्ष for AANT 


विशेपणविशेष्यभावश्च. and omit सनिकषः in the follow- 
2 K inserts ज्ञान after yag UN- . ing sentence, : 


३२ तर्कसंग्रहः [ secr. 43 


संनिकर्षो घटाभाववद्धतलमित्यत्र Wah भूतले घटाभावस्य 
विशेषणत्वात्‌' । एवं संनिक्पेषङ्गजन्यं ज्ञानं. प्रत्यक्षम्‌ TERT- 
मिन्द्रियम्‌ | तस्मादिन्द्रिय॑' प्रत्यक्षप्रमाणभिति सिद्धस्‌ ॥ 

त. दी.--इन्द्रयार्थसंनिकर्ष विभजते--ग्रत्यक्षेति | संयोगसंनिकर्ष- 
मुदाहरति-चक्षुषेति | द्रव्यप्रत्यक्ष सर्वत्र संयोगः संनिकर्ष इत्यथः । 
आत्मा मनसा संयुज्यते, मन इन्द्रियेण इन्द्रियमर्थेन ततः प्रत्यक्षज्ञानमु- 
«rei | संयुक्तसमवायमुदाहरति-घटरूपेति । तत्र युक्तिमाह-चक्षुः- 
संयुक्त इति | संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायमुदाहरति-रूपत्ब्रेति । समवायसुदा- 
हरति-श्रोत्रेणेति । तदुपपादयति-कृ्णेति | ay दूरस्थशान्दस्य कथं 
Madera इति चेन्न वीचितरङ्गन्यायेन कदम्बसुकुलन्यायेन वा शाब्दा- 
च्छन्दान्तरोत्पत्तिक्रमेण श्रोत्रदेशे जातस्य शब्दस्य श्रोत्रसंबन्धाग्रत्यक्षत्व- 
संभवात* | समवेतसमवायमुदाहरति-शुब्दत्वति । विशेषणवबिशोष्यमाव- 
सुदाहरति-अभावेति | तदुपपादयति- घटाभाववदिति | भूतले घटो 
नास्तीत्यत्र घटाभावस्य विशेष्यत्वं द्रष्टव्यम्‌ | एतेनानुपलव्धेः प्रमाणा- 
न्तरत्वं निरस्तम्‌ | यद्यत्र घटोऽभविष्यत्तर्हि भूतलमिवाद्रक्ष्यत | दडीना- 
मावान्नास्तीति तर्कितप्रतियोगिसत्वविरोध्यनुपलब्धिसहकृतेन्दरियेणेैवाभाव- 
ज्ञानोपपत्तौ अनुपलब्धेः प्रमाणान्तरत्वासंभवात्‌ । अधिकरणज्चानार्थम- 
पेक्षणीयेन्द्रियस्यैव करणत्वोपपत्तावनुपलन्धेः करणत्वस्यायुक्तत्वात्‌ः | विरो- 
षणविशेष्यभावो विशेषणविशेष्यखरूपमेव नातिरिक्तः संबन्धः | प्रत्यक्षज्ञा- 


—————————— 
C E, 


1K here adds भूतलस्य विशेष्य- अन्यदेशे which gives a some- 
vata. As to the correct read- what different though equally 
ing of this passage, see Note good meaning. 
loc. cit. 5 A FQ here add भूतलं विशेष्य॑ 
2 J has पङ्कजं. घटाभावो विशेषणं, which is un- 
3 J omits इन्द्रियं and reads प्रक्ष warranted and misleading. 


प्रमाणं for प्रलक्षप्रमाणं. 


a 


४ N here inserts qq विशेपण- 
FO Its isi Ye GERD acad विशेष्यभावसंनिकर्पस्य m 
and ACF LM P Q omit न्तत्वात्कथं संवन्धत्वमिति चेन्न, but 
शब्दस्य, but these are retained the passage appears to be 
as helping to make the sense interpolated. 
clear, For श्रोत्रदेशे P reads 


sect. 43] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः ३३ 


नमुपसंहरंस्तस्य करणमाह--एवमिति । असाधारणकारणत्वादिन्द्रियं 
प्रत्यक्षज्ञानकरणमित्यथः । प्रत्यक्षमुपसंहरति--तस्मादिति' ॥ 


न्या. बो.-_चाश्चुषादिम्रत्यक्षकारणीभूतान्‌ षडिधसंनिकर्षान्विम- 
जते--संयोग इत्यादिना । द्रव्यवृत्तित्रौकिकविषयतासंवन्धेन चाक्षुष- 
त्वावच्छिन्नं प्रति चक्षुःसंयोगस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | द्रब्यसमवेतबृत्तिलौकिक- 
विषयतासंबन्धेन चाक्षुषत्वावच्छिन्नं प्रति चक्षुःसंयुक्तसमवायस्य कारण- 
त्वम्‌ | द्रव्यसमवेतसमवेतबृत्तिलौकिकविषयतासंबन्धेन चाक्षुषत्वावच्छिनन 
प्रति चक्षुःसंयुक्तसमवेतसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌. । द्रव्यग्राहकाणीन्द्रियाणि 
चक्षुस्त्वब्मनांसि त्रीण्येव । अन्यानि प्राणरसनश्रवणानि तु गुणम्राह- 
काणि | अतस्त्वगिन्द्रियस्थले द्रब्यतरृत्तिलोकिकविषयतासंबन्धेन त्वाचत्वा- 
वच्छिनं प्रति त्वक्संयोगस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | एवं द्रव्यसमवेतत्वाचत्वावच्छिन्न 
प्रति त्वक्संयुक्तसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | द्रव्यसमवेतसमवेतोष्णत्वशीतत्वा- 
दिजातिस्पार्शनम्रत्यक्षे त्वक्संयुक्तसमबेतसमतायस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | एवमात्म- 
रूपद्रव्यमानसप्रत्यक्षे मनःसंयोगस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | आत्मसमवेतसुखादि- 
मानसम्रत्यक्षे मनःसंयुक्तसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌ । आत्मसमवेतसमवेत- 
सुखत्वादिमानसम्रत्यक्षे मनःसंयुक्तसमवेतसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | रसन- 
घ्राणयोस्तु रसगन्धतद्गतजातिग्राहकत्वेन द्वितीयतृतीययोः संनिकर्षयोरेव 
रसगन्धादिप्रत्यक्ष हेतुता वाच्या । श्रवणेन्द्रियस्याकाशरूपत्वेन शाब्दस्या- 
काशगुणत्वेन श्रवणेन्द्रियेण च समं शब्दस्य समवायः संनिकर्षः | 
शाब्द्समवेतशब्दत्वादिजातिविषयकश्रावणप्रत्यक्षे समवेतसमवायस्य हेतुः 
ता ॥ अभावप्रत्यक्षे विशेषणविशेष्यमावो नाम विशेषणतासंनिकषेः ॥ 
'पञ्जसंनिकषेषु मध्ये संयोगस्थाने संयुक्तपदं घटयित्वा समवायस्थाने सम- 
वेतपदं घटयित्वा अभावस्थले निवोह्मम्‌ | तथाहि द्रब्याधिकरणकाभाव- 





X. 1 N adds प्रत्यक्षप्रमाकरणत्वादित्य4ः . currupt, The reading of W 
7«..2 S T V omit this sentence, is adopted as being the most 
8 Yhe whole passage from qa- intelligible, 
विथ to इति संक्षेपः seems to be 
TS...5 


३४ ण तकंसंग्रह [ secr. 43 


प्रत्यक्षे संयुक्तविशेषणता | द्रव्यसमवेताधिकरणकाभावप्रत्यक्षे संयुक्त- 
समवेतविशेषणता च । द्रब्यसमवेतसमवेताधिकरणकाभावप्रत्यक्षे संयुक्त- 
समवेतसमवेतविशेषणता च संनिकषः | तत्र घटे घटत्वाभावः संयुक्त- 
विशेषणतया गृह्यते | घटसमवेतंघटत्वादौ प्रथिवीत्वाभावः संयुक्तसमवेत- 
विशेषणतया गृह्यते | घटसमवेतसमवेतरूपत्वादौ नीलत्वाभावश्व संयुक्त- 
समवेतसमवेतविशेषणतया गृह्यत इति संक्षेप: ॥ इति प्रत्यक्षपरिच्छेदः 
समाप्तः ॥ 


[४४] 


अुमितिकरणमनुमानस्‌ । परामर्शजन्यं ज्ञानमनुमितिः d 
व्यासतिविशिष्टपक्षधर्मताज्ञानं परामर्शः । यथा बह्निव्याप्यधूमवा- 
नयं पर्वत इति ज्ञानं परामर्शः' | तज्जन्यं पर्वतो वह्निमानिति 
ज्ञानमनुमितिः | यत्र यत्र RARA साहचर्यनियमो 
व्याप्तिः | व्याप्यस्य पर्वतादिवृत्तित्वं पक्षधर्मता ॥ 


त. दी---अनुमानं लक्षयति--अज्नुमितिकरणाभिति । अनुमिते- 
. लेक्षणमाह--परामर्शीति | ननु संरायोत्तरप्रत्यक्षेऽतिव्याप्तिः स्थाणुपुरुष- 
संशयानन्तरं पुरुषत्वब्याप्यकरादिमानयमिति परामर्श सति पुरुष एवेति 
्रत्यक्षजननात्‌। न च तत्रानुमितिरेवेति वाच्यम्‌ । “ पुरुषं साक्षात्क- 
रोमि ” इत्मनुव्यबसायविरोधादिति चेन्न । पक्षतासहक्कतपरामर्शजन्यत्वस्य 
विवक्षितत्वात्‌ | सिषाधयिषाविरहसहकृतसिद्धभावः पक्षता | साध्यसि- 
द्विर्ुमितिप्रतिबन्धिका | सिद्विसत्वेऽप्यनुमिनुयामितीच्छायामनुमितिद्‌दी- 
नात्‌ सिषाधयिषोत्तेजिका | ततश्चोत्तेजकामावविरिषष्टमण्यभावस्य दाह- 
कारणत्वबत्‌ सिषाधयिंधाविरहसहक्ृतसिङ्चयभावस्याप्यनामितिकारणत्वम्‌ |i 
परामश लक्षयति--व्याञ्लीति | व्याप्तिविषयकं यत्पक्षधर्मताज्ञानं स 





1 E and X omit gr daa: omits app. 
and perhaps for the better; G: 


sect. 44]. तर्कदीपिकया ल्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः ३५ 


परामश इत्यर्थः | परामरीमभिनीय दरशयति---यथेति । अनुमिंतिम- 
भिनयति--तञ्जन्यम्तिति | परामरीजन्यमित्यरथः ॥ व्याप्तेलेक्षणमाह--- 
यत्रेति | यत्र धूमस्तत्राम्निरिति व्याप्तेरभिनयः | साहचर्यनियम इति लक्ष- 
णम्‌ | साहचर्य सामानाधिकरण्यं तस्य नियमः | हेतुसमानाधिकरणा- ' 
त्यन्तामावाग्रतियोगिसाध्यसामानाधिकरण्यं व्यातिरित्ययः । पक्षधर्मता- 
खरूपमाह-- व्याप्यस्येति ॥ 


न्या. बो.--अचुमानं लक्षयति-अनुमितिकरणमिति । अनु- 
मितौ व्याप्तिज्ञानं करणं परामर्शो व्यापारोऽलुमितिः, फलं कार्यमित्यथः | 
Ree व्यासज्ञानजन्यत्वे सति व्या्षिज्ञानजन्याचुमितिजनकत्वाच्च 
TIA सति तजन्यजनकत्वरूपव्यापारलक्षणसुपपन्नम्‌ | अनुमिति- 
करणत्वमनुमानस्य लक्षणम्‌ | अनुमानं च व्यातिक्ञानम्‌ | एतस्य परा- 
मदीरूपन्यापारद्वारानुमितिं प्रत्यसाधारणकारणतयानुमितिकरणत्वमुपपन्नम्‌ | 
परामर्शजन्यमिति | परामरीजन्यत्वविशिष्टज्ञानत्वमनुमितेलक्षणम्‌ | तत्र 
ज्ञानत्वमात्रोपादाने प्रत्यक्षादाबतिब्याप्तिरतस्तद्वाणाय परामर्शजन्यत्वे 
सतीति विशेषणोपादानम्‌ | विरोषणमात्रोक्तौ परामरोध्वसेतिव्यापिरतस्त- 
द्वारणाय ज्ञानत्योपादानम्‌ | अन्नुमितिलक्षणघटकीभूतपरामईीळक्षणमा- 
चष्टे--व्यामिविशिष्टेति | व्या्तिविशिष्टं च ततयक्षध्मताज्ञानं चेति 
कर्मधारयः | अत्र विशिष्टपदस्य प्रकारतापरत्वात्‌ पक्षधर्मताया ज्ञानमित्यत्र 
षष्ठया विषयत्वबोधनात्‌ पक्षधर्मतापदस्य पक्षसंबन्धार्थकत्वात्कर्मधारयसमासे 
समस्यमानपदार्थयोरभेदसंसगलाभेन च व्यासिप्रकारकाभिन्नं यत्पक्षसंबन्ध- 
_विषयकं ज्ञानं तत्परामश इति लभ्यते | एवं सति धूमो वहिव्याप्य आलो- 





1 N here adds व्याप्यो नाम व्या” spuriousness, 


प्त्याअयः स च धूमादिरेव तस्य पर्वेता- 9 OK R Y omit the sentence 
दिनिरूपितवृत्तित्व पक्षथर्मतेत्यथः । अनुमिति-माचष्ट;ः and give the 


but the wording of the sente- full definition of परामश in- 


706 as well as its absence stead of the following प्रतीक. 
in any other copy prove its } 4 


३६ तकेसंग्रहः [ secr. 44 


कवान्पर्वेत इति समूहालम्बनेऽप्युक्तपरामरीलक्षणमस्तीत्यतिन्या्तिः | तद्वा- 
रणाय पक्षनिष्टविशेष्यतानिरूपितहेतुनिष्ठप्रकारतानिरूपितव्याप्तिनिष्ठप्रका- 
रताझाळिज्ञानं परामश इति निष्कः | एताहशपरामशेजन्यत्वे सति 
ज्ञानत्वमनुमितेळेक्षणम्‌ । अनुमितिपरामशीयोर्विशिष्य कार्यकारणभावश्चे- 
त्यम्‌ | वह्वित्वावच्छिन्नसंयोगसंबन्धावच्छिन्नविधेयतानिरूपित-पर्वतत्वाव- 
च्छिनोदेशयताशाल्यनुमितित्वावच्छिन्नं प्रति वहित्वावच्छिनप्रकारतानिरू- 
पित — व्याप्तित्वावच्छिन्नप्रकारतानि रूपित — धूमत्वावच्छिन्नप्रकारतानिरूपित- 
पर्वतत्वावच्छिन्नविरोष्यतानिरूपित-विशेष्यिताशालिनिर्णयः' कारणम्‌ | 
वहित्वावच्छिन्नप्रकारतानिरूपित - व्याप्षित्वावच्छिन्नविरोष्यताया धूमत्वाव- 
च्छिन्नाविशेष्यतानिरूपित — व्याप्तित्वावच्छिन्नप्रकारतायाश्च अभेदानज्ञीकर्त- 
मते वह्नित्वावच्छिन्प्रकारतानिरूपित — विरोष्यत्वावच्छिन्नव्याप्तित्वावच्छिन्न- 
ग्रकारतानिरूपित — विशेष्यत्वावच्छिन्नधूमत्वावच्छिन्नप्रकारतानिरूपित - q4- 
तत्वावच्छिन्नविशेष्यतानिरूपितविशेष्यिताशालिनिर्णयः कारणमिति वाच्यम्‌ | 
स च निर्णयो वहिन्याप्यधूमवान्‌ पर्वत इत्याकारको बोध्यः | 


यत्रेति | यत्रपदवीप्सावशात्‌ धूमाधिकरणे यावति बहिमतलामात्‌ 
यावत्पदमहिम्ना वहेधूमव्यापकत्व॑ लब्धम्‌ | तदेव स्पष्टयति-साहचर्यनि- 
यम इति । नियतसाहचर्यं व्यातिरित्यथः | नियतत्वं व्यापकत्वं । “साहचर्य 
सामानाधिकरण्यम्‌ | तथा च धूमव्यापकवहिसामानाधिकरण्यं व्याप्तिरि- 
त्यर्थः | वहेधूमन्यापकत्वं च धूमसमानाधिकरणात्यन्ताभाबप्रातियोगितानब- ` 
च्छेदकधमवत्त्वम्‌ | तथाहि धूमाधिकरणे चत्वरमहानसादौ वर्तमानोऽभावो 
घटत्वाचवच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताकाभावः | न तु वह्नित्वावच्िन्नप्रतियोगिता- 
कामावः | कुतः | चत्वरमहानसादौ Fe: सत्त्वात्‌ । एवं सति धूमाधि- 
करणे पर्वतचत्वरादौ वर्तमानस्य घटाद्यभावस्य प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकं 


1 The passage, which follows, from the above, 
seems to have been much tam- | 9 The passage is taken from § 
pered with, C K R V gene- and W, but is not found in 
rally agree among themselves, other copies, 
though they materially differ 





seer. 45] तकेदीपिकया न्यायचोधिन्या च सहितः ३७ 


घटत्वादिकमनवच्छेदकं ai वहो वर्तते$तो धूमब्यापकत्वं adl 
वतते | इयमन्वयव्यातिः सिद्धान्तानुसारेण । पूर्वपक्षव्याप्तस्तु प्रतियो- 
गिव्यधिकरण - साध्याभाववदबृत्तित्वम्‌ । साध्यतावच्छेदकसंबन्धावच्छि- 
न — साध्यताबच्छेदकावच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताक — प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकसंबन्धाव- 
च्छिन्न - प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकावच्छिन्नवैय्यधिकरण्यावच्छिन्ना माववन्निरूपितहे=- 
तुतावच्छेदकसंबन्धावच्छिन्न - बृत्तित्वावच्छिन्न - प्रतियोगिताकामाबो व्याप्ति- 
रित्यर्थः | तच्च केवलान्वयिन्यव्याप्मिति सिद्धान्तानुसरणम्‌ ll 


[४५] 


अनुमान द्विविधं सार्थं परार्थं च । तत्र खार्थ खानुमितिहेतुः | 
तथा हि खयमेव भूयो दशनेन यत्र धूमस्तत्राभिरिति महानसादौ 
emu शुहीत्वा प्ेतसभीपं uen चाग्नौ संदिहानः qqq धर्म 
पश्यन्व्याप्तिं स्मरति यत्र धूमस्तत्रामिरिति | तदनंतरं वह्निव्याप्य 
धूमवानयं पवेत इति ज्ञानश्ुत्पद्यते | अयमेव लिङ्गपरामर्श Gur 
च्यते | तस्मात्पर्वतो बह्विमानिति ज्ञानमचुमितिरुत्पद्यते' | तदे- 
तत्खाथानुमानम्‌ | 


यत्तु खर्य धूमादग्निमचुसाय परग्रतिपस्यर्थं पञ्चावयववाक्यं प्रयुङ्के 
तत्पराथानुमानस्‌ | यथा पवतो वह्विमान्धूमवस्यात्‌ | यो यो 
धूमवान्स बह्विमान्‌ यथा महानसः | तथा चायम्‌ | तस्मात्तथेति | 
अनेन प्रतिपादिताछ्िङ्गात्परोऽप्यगनि प्रतिपद्यते ॥ 





1 8 W here 800 तथाच gaaat- | ranted by the context. 
पकवहिसामानाधिकरण्य॑ व्याप्तिरिति | 4 O reads अनुमितिरूपम्‌ for ag- 
फलितम्‌ मितिः; X omits it. 

2 D adds परार्थ परप्रतिपत्तिहेतुः « 5 ABCD read वरं प्रति वोधायितुं 


3 ABCDFH have गत for which makes the construction 
गतः probably substituted to awkward: J reads प्रतीति for 
avoid repetition of qq. Tor mane, and O प्रयुज्यते for 
aga H has qq emen a mga; G has qamadi for 
farther emendation not war- पञ्चावयव. 


३८ aac | [ sect. 45 


त. दी.--अडुमानं विभजते---अनुभानामिति' । खार्थाबुमिति 
दर्शवति--स्दयभेवेति । भूयोदर्शनेनेति धूगाग्न्योर्ग्याप्तिग्रहे. साध्य- 

घनयोर्भय> सहचारदर्शनिनेत्यर्थः | ननु naeza 
सतरः सहचारदर्शनेडपि aw व्यमिचारोपलब्धेभूयोदशनेन कथं 
व्यातिप्रह इति चेन्न व्यभिचारक्ञानविरहसहकृतसहःचारक्षानस्य A- 
ग्राहकत्वात्‌ । व्यभिचारज्ञानं द्विविधम्‌ निश्चयः शङ्का च । तद्विरहः 
कचित्तकात्कचित्त्वत: सिद्ध एव । घधूमामिन्यापिग्रहे कार्यकारणभाव- 
मङ्गग्रसङ्गळक्षणस्तको व्यमिचारहाङ्कानिवतकः || ननु सकळवह्िधूमयोर- 
संनिकशत्कयं ब्यासतिग्रह इति चेन्न | धूमत्वतरहित्वरूपसामान्यलक्षणप्रत्या- 
सुत्या सकळड्मवहिज्ञानसंभवात्‌ ॥ तस्मादिति । बिज्ञपरामशोदित्यर्थ: | 

















bx 
पराथीनुमानमाह — qid ॥ यच्छब्दस्य ततपराथांनुमानमिति 
तच्छव्देनान्वयः || पद्नावयववाक्यमुदाहरति--यथेति ॥ 

न्या. बो.--अनुमानं विभजते--खार्थमिति | खार्थानुमानं नाम 
न्यायाप्रयोज्यानुमानम्‌ | तठ्मयोज्यानुमानं परार्थानुमानम्‌ | न्यायत्वं च 
'अतिज्ञाइवयवपद्धकसमुदायत्वम्‌ | अवयवत्वं च प्रतिज्ञाबन्यतमत्वम्‌ || 


[४६] 
प्रतिज्ञाहेतूदाहरणोपनयनिगमनानि पश्चावयवाः । पर्वतो अह्नि- 
सानिति प्रतिज्ञा | धूमवस्वादिति हेतुः | यो यो धूमवान्स सोऽसि 
मान्यथा महानस इत्युदाहरणम्‌ । तथा चायमित्युपनयः । UT 
त्तथेति निगमनम्‌ ॥ 


1 J Y omit this sentence, A he necessary to complete the 
adds स्दाथोनुमानं विविच्य दर्शयति-- explanation, 
augna which is superiluous, | 3 M N omit घज्ञादौ व्यभिचारो- 
F and Q here add Talay yaa, while J Y Z omit 





दर्शचति-स्वार्यमिति | तनेति । उभशो- मञ्जादौ only; Th reads qah P 
Sex इसे: | Veg nnd Q शण्यादौ- 

2 The passage is taken from N, | 4 ‘he rending is thatof DHE; 
A. omits the noon it, while J given the same minus one 
xU ES Gb qt nnd with gru. 0 E omit 
S3, omitting the latter part, AMT UI, मे ABFre 
Wares, noweven appenm ly tain only Uie first three words. 


‘ect. 47 ] 


तर्कदीपिकया न्यायचोधिन्या च सहितः ३९ 


त. दी.---अवयवखरूपमाह--प्रतिज्ञेति । उदाहतवाक्ये प्रतिज्ञा- 
दिविमागमाह'-पर्वतो वह्निमानिति | साध्यवत्तया पक्षवचनं प्रतिज्ञा ॥ 
पञ्चम्यन्तं लिङ्गप्रतिपादकं वचनं हेतुः | व्याप्तिप्रतिपादकमुदाहरणम्‌ il 
पक्षध्मताज्ञानार्थसुपनयः | अबाधितत्रादिकं निगमनप्रयोजनमः || 


[३७] 


खार्थानुमितिपरार्थाचुमिसो लिज्गपराम एव qom | qur 
 छिङ्गपरामशोऽनुमानस्‌ ॥ 


त. दी---अनुमितिकरणमाह--खार्थेति ॥ नजु व्यातिस्मृतिपक्ष- 





1 & ७1, 7? ४ Zhave विशेष for ning with qami प्रतिशाप्रयो- 
विभाग. जनम्‌. Having explained the 
2 The passage from पञ्जम्यन्तं to definitions as read by N, Nil. 


the end appears to have been 
tampered with. All copies 
except G N and Z agree in 
reading it as above, N and Z 
give a materially different 
version :— पञ्चम्यन्तं तृतीयान्तं वा 
लिङ्गप्रतिपादकं वचनं हेतुः । व्याप्ति- 


प्रतिपादकं इृष्टान्तवचनमुदाहृरणम्‌ । ` 


व्याप्तिविरिष्टलिङ्गप्रतिपादकं वच- 
नसुपनयः | हेतुसाध्यवत्तया TAT- 
तिपादक वचनं निगमनम्‌ | पक्षानं 
प्रातिज्ञाभयोजनम्‌ । feet हेतुः 
प्रयोजनम्‌ । व्याप्तिशानसुदाहरण- 
प्रयोजनम्‌ । पक्षधर्मताज्ञामुनपनय- 
प्रयोजनम्‌ । अबाधितत्वादिकं निगमनः 
qute! G and Q agree with 
this from व्याप्तिविशिष्ट to the 
end. The repetitions and 
fuller explanation in this 
passage show that it is an 
interpolation, Wi. does not 
seem to be aware of it, espe- 
cially its latter half begin- 


notices the reading adopted 
in our texts as a v. & and 
remarks पक्षुधर्मताशानार्थसुपनय 
इति पाठे तु ' प्रयुज्यते ' इति शेष- 
पूरणेन प्रदशिताथं एव यथाकर्ष- 
चित्‌, संगमनीयः | This shows 
that even Nl. found the text 
corrupt and was not satisfied 
with the reading usually met - 
with. Tt is possible that some 
later writer corrected the 
loose definitions of उपनय and 
निगमन given by Annambhatia 
and the latter being retained, 
three more yataga sen- 
tences were added to com- 
plete the list. 

Curiously enough all copies 
except ७ K X read कारणं 
which is clearly a mistake. 
In J the vertical bar appears 
to have been erased after 
wards, 





४० akee: [ secr. 47 


धर्मताज्ञानाभ्यामेवानुमितिसंभवे व्याप्तिविशिष्टलिड्डपरामर्श::. किमभ्रमड्डी- 
कर्तव्य इति चेन्न । वहिव्याप्यधूमबानयमिति शाब्दपरामशस्थले विशिष्ट- 
परामशैस्यावश्यकतया लाघवेन सर्वत्र परामरीस्यैव करणत्वात्‌ | लिङ्गं न 
करणम्‌ | अतीतादौ व्यभिचारात्‌ | व्यापारवत्कारणं करणमिति मते 
परामशद्वारा व्याप्तिज्ञानं करणम्‌ । तजन्यत्वे सति तज्नन्यजनको 
व्यापारः || अचुमानमुपसंहरति--तस्मादिति ॥ 


[४८ ] 

लिङ्गं त्रिबिधम्‌ । अन्बयव्यतिरेकि aaah केवलव्य- 
तिरेकि चेति । अन्वयेन व्यतिरेकेण च' व्याप्तिमदन्वयव्यतिरेकि | 
यथा वह्णौ साध्ये धूमवच्वम्‌ | यत्र धूमस्तत्राभियथा महानस इत्य- 
न्वयव्याप्तिः | यत्र बह्निर्नास्ति तत्र धूमोऽपि नारिति यथा महाहृद 
इति व्यतिरेकव्याप्तिः । अन्वयमात्रव्याप्तिक केवलान्याये यथा 
घटोऽभिधेयः प्रमेयत्वात्पटवत्‌ । अत्र प्रमेयत्वाभिनेयत्वयोव्येति- 
रेकव्यासति्नास्ति सवेस्यापि प्रमेयत्वादभिनेयत्वाच्च । व्यतिरेक- 
मात्रव्यासिकं केवलव्यतिरेकि यथा एथिवीतरेभ्यो भिद्यते गन्ध- 
Tad | यदितरेभ्यो न भिद्यते न तद्गन्धवत्‌ | यथा जलम्‌ a 
चेयं तथा । तस्मान्न तथेति। अत्र यद्गन्धवत्तदितरभिन्नमित्यन्व- 
यदृष्टान्तो नास्ति एथिवीमात्रस्य पक्षत्वात्‌ ॥ 

त. दी->लिज्न विभजते--लिङ्गमिति || अन्वयब्यतिरोकि लक्ष 
यति--अन्बयेनेति | हेतुसाध्ययोर्व्यापतिरन्वयन्यास्तिः | तदभावयोब्यीसति- 
ब्यतिरेकन्याप्तिः ॥ केवलान्वायेनो लक्षणमाह--अन्ब्रयेति । केबलान्व- 


1 A Fand Q omit the words | aa. 
T and निशि before | 4 C here adds यत्सत्त्वे तत्सत्त्वमन्व- 
zl. 


यः । यदभावे तदभावो व्यतिरेकः , 


2 After व्याप्तिशानं ^ and F add but the words are found no- 


पक्षशानं साध्यश्ञानं लिङ्गश्चानं य- Mira 

व्किचिञ्जन्यश्षानमात्रं वा परामर्दः 

व्यापारकम्‌, 5 CGH read cod F has 
3 For व्याप्तिमत C reads यत्र व्याप्ति- इतरभेदवत्‌. 


Scr. 48 ]  त्केदीपिकया न्यायवोधिल्या च सहितः ४१ 


यिसाध्यकं केवलान्वयि | अत्यन्ताभावाप्रतियोगित्वं केवलान्वयित्वम्‌ | 
केवलान्वयिनमुदाहरति यथा घटोऽभिधेयः प्रमेयत्वादिति । ईश्वरप्रमावि- 
षयत्वं सर्वपदाभिधेयत्वं च सवंत्रास्तीति व्यतिरेकाभावः ॥ केवल- 
ब्यतिरेकिणो लक्षणमाह--व्यतिरेफेति' | केत्रळब्यतिरेकिणमुदाहरति 
पृथिवीति | नन्वितरमेद्‌ः प्रसिद्धो चा न वा | आये यत्र प्रसिद्धस्तत्र 
हेतुसत्त्वेऽन्वयित्वम्‌ असत्तवेऽसाधारण्यम्‌ | द्वितीये साध्यज्ञानाभावात्कथं 
तद्विरिष्टानुमितिः | विशेषणज्ञानाभावे विरिष्टज्ञानानुदयात्‌ | “प्रतियोगि- 
ज्ञानामावाब्ष्यतिरेकव्यापतिज्ञानमपि न स्यादिति चेन्न | जलादित्रयोदशा- 
न्योन्याभावानां त्रयोदशास्ु प्रत्येकं प्रसिद्धानां Wed प्रथिव्यां साध्यते | 
तत्र त्रयोदरात्वावच्छिन्न मेदस्यैकाधिकरणवृत्तित्वाभावान्नान्वयित्वासाधारण्ये | 
प्रत्येकाधिकरणे Aa साध्यविरिष्टाचुमितिर्व्यतिरेकव्याप्तिनिरूपणं 


~ 3 


चेति? tl 

न्या. बो---अन्ययेनेति । साध्यसामानाधिकरण्यरूपान्वयव्याप्ति- 
मानित्यर्थः | व्यतिरेकेणेति । व्यतिरेको नामाभावः | तथा च साध्या- 
भावहेत्वभावयो्याक्तिव्येतिरेकव्याप्तिः | इयं च व्याप्तिः यत्र यत्र वह्णय- 
भावस्तत्र तत्र धूमाभाव इति | यत्रपदवीप्सया वह्यभाववति यावतिं 
घूमाभावग्रहणे यावत्पदस्य व्यापकत्वपरतया धूमाभावे बहृयभावव्यापकत्वं 





1 AJ Y Z omit this sentence, ligible reading. I have sub- 
G replaces this and the next stituted iig for साध्य and 
sentence by a single one व्यति- changed प्रत्येकाधिकरण into 
रोकि दर्शयाति-व्यतिरेकमात्रेति. "करणे on the single authority 

2 M inserts अनावज्ञानाभावेन after of N, because the emendations 
प्रतियोगिज्ञानाभावात्‌- make the meaning clearer. J 

3 The concluding passage of F and Q alone make refi 
T D beginning with तत्र is un- त्वासाधारण्ये part of ihe pre- 
doubtedly corrupt, and is vious sentence as it certainly 
absolutely unintelligible as it ought to be. F and Q insert 
ijs read in most of the printed साध्याभावव्यापकी भूता भावप्रतियोगि- 
editions and Mss. Only N त्वमिति before safih. See 
and J seem to give an appro- Note loc, cit. 


ximately correct and 'intel- 
TS.6 


BR तकखं्रहंः | [ sicr. 48 


लब्धम्‌ | एवं च वह्ृयभावनिष्ठा व्याप्तिः स्वाश्रयीभूतवह्णयभावव्यापकी- 
"भूताभावम्रतियोगित्वसंबन्धेन धूमनिष्टतया गृह्यत इति व्यतिरेकब्यापति- 
"मत्तेन व्यतिरेकित्वेन धूमग्यापकत्रहिसामानाधिकरण्यरूपान्वयव्या्तिमत्त्वे 
नान्वायेत्वेन च गीयते' | व्यतिरेकपराम्स्तु वह्ृयभावव्यापकीभूताभाव- 
प्रतियोगिधूमवान्‌ पर्वत इत्याकारकः ॥ 

केवलान्वयिनो लक्षणमाद्द--अन्बयेति | व्यतिरेकब्याप्तिशून्यत्वे 
सत्यन्वयब्याप्तिमत््ं केवलान्वयित्वम्‌ | साध्ये केवळान्वयित्वमभावाप्रति- 
योगित्वम्‌ | तथा चामावाग्रतियोगिसाध्यकत्वं केवलान्वयिहेतोलक्षणम्‌ः | 
एतह्लक्षणं हेतोरन्यतिरेकित्वेऽपि संगच्छते | साध्यस्य केवलान्वयित्वाइ्य- 
तिरेकव्याप्तेरभावादन्वयमात्रब्याप्तिकं केवलान्वयीति मूलोक्तळक्षणमुपपन्नम्‌ | 
अत्यन्तामावाप्रतियोगित्वं केवलान्वयित्वम्‌ | न चैवमाकाशाभाते संयोगा- 
भावे चाव्याक्षिरिति वाच्यम्‌ | स्विरोधिवृत्तिमदत्यन्ताभावाप्रतियोगित्वस्यैव 
तदर्थत्वात्‌ | एकजातीयसंबन्धेन सर्वत्र विद्यमानत्वं केतरलान्वयित्वमिति 
नव्याः || केवलव्यतिरेकिणो लक्षणमाह--व्यतिरिकेति || अन्वयव्यापति- 
झून्यत्वे सति व्यतिरेकव्याप्तिमत्त्व केबलब्यतिरेकित्वम्‌ | यथेति । अत्र 
प्रथिवीत्वावच्छिन्नं पक्षः | प्रथिवीतरजलादिमेद्‌ः साध्यः | गन्धवच्तं 
हेतुः | अत्र यद्गन्धवत्तदितरभेदवदित्यन्वयदृष्टान्ताभावात्‌ गन्धन्यापकेतर- 
भेदसामानाधिकरण्यरूपान्वयब्याप्िग्रहासंमवात्‌ नास्त्यन्वयव्याप्तिः ॥ 
कि तु यत्र यत्र प्रृथिवीतरमेदाभावस्तत्र तत्र गन्धाभावो यथा जला- 
दिकमिति व्यतिरेकदटान्त भूतजलादावितरभेदाभावरूपसाध्याभावब्याप- 
कता गन्धाभावे दस्यते | इममेवार्थ मनसि निधाय यदितरेभ्यो 
न भिद्यते न तहन्धवद्यथा जलमिति प्रन्येन मूकारो ब्थतिरेकन्यापि- 
मेव प्रदर्शितवान्‌ | एवं व्यतिरेकव्यासिग्रहानन्तरम्‌ इतरभेदाभावव्यापकी- 
भूतामावप्रातियोगिगन्धवती प्रथिवी इत्याकारकब्य॒तिरिकपरामर्शात्‌ प्रथिवी- 








1 S and W read the passage a यिसाध्यकत्वं तत्‌ | 
little differently, 3 W reads तथा च तयोः एकजाती- 
2 Instead of this sentence S यसंबन्थेन सर्वत्र विद्यमानत्वान्ना- 


and W have अथवा केवलान्व” sata: | 


8707. 507| तर्कदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः ४३ 


त्वावच्छिन्नोदेश्यतानिरूपितेतरभेदत्वावच्छिन्नविधेयताका पृथिवी इतरभेद- 
वती इत्याकारकानुमितिजायत इति तत्त्वम्‌ | 'यथा जलमिति । जळ- 
मितरभेदाभावब्यापकगन्धाभाववादिति | न चेयं तथेति। इतरभेदाभाव- 
व्यापकीभूतगन्धामाववती न किंतु तदभावाभाववत्ताद्वन्धवतीत्यथः | 
तस्मान्न तथेति | तच्छव्देन गन्धाभावामावरूपस्य गन्धस्य परामर्शेन 
तस्मादिति पञ्चम्यन्तादून्धवच्त्ादित्यर्थोपलव्धेस्तथेतरमेदाभाववतीत्यस्यायं - 
भावः | तथा चेतरमेदाभावाभाववतीतरमेदवतीत्यर्थः || 


[४९ ] 

संदिग्धसाध्यवान्पक्षः | यथा gaat हेतो पर्वतः ॥ 

त. दी.--पक्षलक्षणमाह-संदिण्धेति । ag श्रवणानन्तरभावि- 
मननस्थळे5व्याप्तिः | तत्र वेदवाक्यैरात्मनो निश्चितत्वेन संदेहा भावात्किंच 
प्रत्यक्षेऽपि वह्णौ यत्रेच्छ्यानुमितिस्तत्राप्यव्याप्तिरिति चेन्न | उक्तपक्षताश्रय- 
त्वस्य पक्षळक्षणत्वात्‌ ॥ 

न्या. बो.--पक्षलक्षणमाह--संदिग्धंसाध्येति । साध्यप्रकारक- 
संदेहविशेष्यत्व॑ पक्षत्वम्‌ । संदेहश्च पर्वतो बहनिमान्न वा इत्याकारकः | अनु- 
मितेः पूवं साध्यसंदेहो नियमेन पक्षे जायत इत्यभिप्रायेणेदं लक्षणं प्राचीनैः 
कृतम्‌ | गगनविशेष्यकमेघप्रकारकसंदेहाभावदशायामपि गृहमध्यस्थपुरु- 
षस्य घनगरर्जितश्रबणेन गगनं मेघवदित्याकारकाचुमितिर्जायते | गगंनत्वा- 
वच्छिन्नोदेइ्यतानि रूपितमेघत्रत्वावच्छिन्नविधेयताकाचुमितिदर्शानात्प्राचीनमतं . 
विहाय नवीनैरलुमित्युदेश्यत्वं पक्षत्वमिंति स्थिरीकृतम्‌ ॥ 


[५० ] 
निश्चितसाध्यवान्सपक्षः | यथा तत्रैव महानसः ॥ 
त. दी---सपक्षलक्षणमाह--निश्चितेति ॥ 





1,2 The following passage U and W give a materially 
seems to be corrupt. The different reading. 
reading of C K is adopted, 8 


४४ । तर्कसंत्रहः [ secr. 50 


न्या. बो,--सपक्षलक्षणमाह--निश्चितसाध्येति । साध्यप्रकारक- 
निश्चयविरेष्यत्व॑ं सपक्षत्वम्‌' | निश्चयश्च महानसो वहिमानित्याकारक: |i 


[५१] 
निश्चितसाध्याभाववान्विपक्षः | यथा तत्रैव महाहृदः ॥ 
त. दी.---विपक्षलक्षणमाह---निश्चितेति ॥ 


न्या. बो-- विपक्षलक्षणमाह -- निश्चितेति । साध्याभावप्रकारक- 
निश्चयविरोष्यत्वं विपक्षत्वम_ | निश्चयश्च हृदो वहयभाववानित्याकारकः | 
[५२] 
सव्यभिचारविरुद्धसत्प्रतिपक्षासिद्धबाधिताः पञ्च हेत्वाभासाः ॥ 
त. दी:--एवं aad निरूप्यासद्वेठुं निरूपयितुं विभजते--स॒व्य- 
भिचारेति | अनुमितिप्रतिबन्धकग्रथा्थज्ञान विषयत्वं हेत्वाभासत्वम्‌ | 
न्या. बो.--एवं सद्धेतनिरूप्य हेत्वाभासानिरूपयति--स॒व्याभि- 
चारेति | हेतुवदाभासन्त इति हेत्वाभासाः दुष्टहेतव इत्यर्थः | दोषाश्च 
ब्यभिचारविरोधप्रतिपक्षासिद्विवाधाः | .तद्विशिष्टा दुष्टहेतव इत्यर्थः | 
हेतौ दोषज्ञाने सत्यनुमितिप्रतिबन्धो जायते व्यास्तज्ञानप्रतिबन्धो वा 
जायते | अतो वादिनिम्रहार्थ वादिनोद्भावितहेतो दोषोद्भावनार्थं दुष्हेतु- 
निरूपणमिति भावः ॥ 
[५३] 


सव्यभिचारो5नेकान्तिकः | स त्रिविधः । साधारणासाधारणा- 
नुपसंहारिभेदात्‌ | तत्र साध्याभाववद्गुत्ति साधारणो5नेकान्तिकः | 
यथा पर्वतो वह्निमान्प्रमेयत्वादिति प्रमेयत्वस्य वह्ृयभाववति हृदे 
विद्यमानत्वात्‌ | सर्वसपक्षविपक्षव्याबृत्तोऽसाधारणः | यथा शब्दो 





1,2 CF KQand V omit the | 3G J omit "Rug; Q inserts 
sentence, पक्षमात्रवृत्तिः before अलाधारणः « 
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निलयः शब्दत्वादिति | शब्दत्मं स्वेभ्यो नित्येभ्योऽनित्येभ्यश्च' 
व्यावृत्तं शब्दमात्रशत्ति | अन्वयव्यतिरेकद्शन्तरहितो5नुपसंहारी | 
यथा सर्वमनित्यं प्रमेयत्वादिति । अत्र सर्वस्यापि पश्षत्वाइशन्तो 
नास्ति ॥ 


त. दी.---सव्यभिचारं विभजते--स त्रिविध इति । साधारणं 
लक्षयति-तत्रेति | उदाहरति--यथेति | असाधारणं लक्षयति-- 
सर्वेति | अनुपसंहारिणो लक्षणमाह---अन्बयेति ॥ 

न्या. बो---सव्यमिचारं विभज्य दरीयति--साधारणेति । ar 
धारणादन्यतमत्वं सब्यभिचारसामान्यळक्षणम्‌ | साधारणत्वं साध्याभाव- 
agi | पर्वतो बह्निमान्प्रमेयत्वादित्यत्र प्रभेयत्वहेतो वहृयभाववद्वु्ति- 
त्वरूपव्यभिचारे ज्ञाते वहथभाववद्‌वृत्तित्वर्ूपव्यात्षिम्रहम्रतिबन्धः फलम्‌ | 
असाधारण इति । सर्वसपक्षविपक्षव्यावृत्तत्व॑ साध्यवद्गुत्तित्वावच्छिन्न- 
प्रतियोगिताकाभावः' | हेतौ साध्यसामानाधिकरण्ये निश्चिते साध्यः 
सामानाधिकरण्यरूपव्याप्तिज्ञानप्रतिबन्धः फलम्‌ || अनुपसंहारिणं लक्षयति 
अन्वयेति | उभयदृष्टान्ताभावादन्वयब्याप्षिज्ञानव्यतिरेकव्याप्तिज्ञानोभय- 
सामग्री नास्तीत्यर्थः । सर्वस्यैव पक्षत्वात्‌ पक्षातिरिक्ताप्रसिद्धेरिति- 
भातः ॥ 


[५४] 


साध्याभावव्याप्तो हेतुविरुद्धः | यथा शब्दो नित्यः कृतकत्वा- 
दिति | कृतकत्वं हि नित्थत्वाभावेनानित्यस्वेन व्याप्तम्‌ ॥ 


त. a. fee लक्षयति- साध्येति ॥ 





1 GJ omit अनिलेभ्यश्चः 3 The sentence is omitted In 0 
2 The passage from सव्यभिचार K R d V; U has निश्चितः 
विभज्य to *वृत्तित्वम्‌ is not found साध्यवदवृत्तित्वम्‌, 
inCKRY, 


४६ तर्कसंग्रहः ; [ secr. 54 


न्या. बो---विरुद्ध छक्षयति--साध्याभावब्याप्त इति । साध्या- 
भावव्याप्तिः साध्याभावनिरूपितव्यतिरेकव्याप्रिः साध्यव्यापकोभूताभाव-' 
प्रातियोगित्वम्‌ | तथा च पक्षविशेष्यकसाध्यामातब्याप्यहेतुप्रकारकज्ञाना- 
त्पक्षविरोष्यकसाध्यप्रकारकानुमितिप्रतिबन्धः फलम्‌ || 

(RRRS) 

"TED साध्यभावसाथकं हेत्वन्तरं विद्यते स॒ सत्प्रतिपक्षः | 
यथा शब्दो निलयः श्रावणत्वाच्छव्दत्ववदिति | शब्दोऽनित्यः 
कायत्वाद्गटवदिति ॥ 

त. दी---सःप्रतिपक्षं लक्षयति--यस्थ्ेति ॥ 

न्या. बो---एवं सग्रतिपक्षेऽपि | विरुद्धसत्मतिपक्षयोर्विशेषस्तु 
, fied हेतोरेकतवेन सग्रतिपक्षे emer च ज्ञातब्यः। सक्रतिपक्ष 
ळक्षयति--यस्थेति | साध्याभावसाधको हेतुः साध्यसाधकत्वेनोपन्यस्त 
इत्यसामर्थ्यसूचनमपि भवति |i 


[ ५६ ] 


असिद्धस्रिविधः । आश्रयासिद्धः स्वरूपासिद्धो व्याप्यत्वासि- 
gata । आश्रयासिद्धो यथा गगनारविन्दं सुरभ्यरविन्दत्वात्स- 
रोजारविन्द्वत्‌ | अत्र गगनारविन्दमाश्रयः | स॒ च नास्त्येव | 
स्वरूपासिद्धो यथा शब्दो 'गुणश्चाक्षुपत्वात्‌ | अत्र चाक्षुषत्वं शब्दे 
नास्ति शब्दस्य श्रावणत्वात्‌ । सोपाधिको व्याप्यत्यासिद्धः । 
साध्यव्यापकत्वे सति  सांधनाव्यापकः उपाधिः । साध्यसमाना- 
धिकरणात्यन्ताभावाप्रतियोगित्वं साध्यव्यापकस्वस्‌ । साधनवन्नि-' 


1 A B place यस्य ४६४९० इेत्वन्तर; | 3 ABCD F and Q insert हेतुः 


B omits विद्यते; G has विद्यते after सोपाधिकः « 
यस्य. 4 CH. QU and W have “व्यापक- 
2 Q has अनित्यः for झुणः, and त्वमुपाधिः, while E reads 


adds रूपवत्‌, ° व्यापकत्वसुपावेत्वम्‌, 


secr. 56 ]  तर्केदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः ४७ 


ासयन्ताभावप्रतियोभित्वं साधनाव्यापकत्वम्‌ | पर्वतो धूमवान्वह्नि- 
मच्चादिलत्रारद्रेन्धनसंयोग उपाधिः | quz | यत्र IRTA 
न्धनसँयोग इति साध्यव्यापकता | यत्र वहिस्तत्रार्द्रन्धनसयोंगो 
नास्त्ययोगोठक आर्द्रन्धनसंयोगाभावादिति साधनाव्यापकता । 
एवं साध्यव्यापकत्वे सति साधनाव्यापकत्वादार्द्रन्धनसंयोंग 
उपाधिः | सोपाधिकत्वाद्वह्विभस्वं व्याप्यत्वासिद्धम्‌ ॥ ` 


त. दी.---असिद्धं विभजते--असिद्ध इति ॥ आश्रयासिद्धमुदा- 


हरति--शंगनेति ॥ खरूपासिद्धमुदाहरति--शुब्देति ॥ व्याप्यत्वा- 
सिद्वस्य लक्षणमाह--सोपाधिक इति । उपाधिळक्षणमाह--साध्येति | 
उपाधिश्चतुर्विधः | केवळसाध्यन्यापकः पक्षधमीवच्छिन्नसाध्यव्यापकः 


साधनावच्छिन्नसाध्यन्यापक उदासीन धर्माचच्छिन्नसाध्यन्यापकश्रेति | आद्य- 
आ््रैन्धनसंयोगः | द्वितीयो यथा-वायुः प्रत्यक्षः प्रत्यक्षस्पर्शा श्रयत्वा- . 
दित्यत्र बहिद्रेव्यत्वावच्छिननपरतयक्षत्वन्यापकसुद्रूतरूपवत्तम्‌ । तृतीयो 
यथा-प्रध्तंसो., विनाशी जन्यत्वादित्यत्र जन्यत्वावच्छिन्ननित्यत्वब्यापकं 
भावत्वम्‌ | चतुर्थो यया-प्रागभावो विनाशी प्रमेयत्वादित्यत्र जन्यत्वा- 
वच्छिननानित्यत्वन्यापकं भावत्वम्‌ |l 


a A A m ¢ 
न्या. बो.--आश्रयासिद्ध इति | आश्रयासिद्धिनाम पक्षताव- . 
वच्छेदकविशिष्टपक्षासिद्धिः | यथा गगनीयत्वविशिष्टपक्षासिद्धेः सौर- 
1 Some copies omit तथाहि- मत्वस्य व्यापकः शझाकाद्याहारपरि- 
2CH K X and W omit afi णतिभेदः | प्रकारान्तरेण तृतीयो यथा; 
साधनव्यापकता. but this is undoubtedly inter- 
3 For प्रलक्षस्पर्शात्रयत्वात्‌ © ० L polated. 
M Y Z read प्रमेयत्वात्‌ which | 5 J N M Qand Y read प्रागभाव 
is perhaps better. for प्रध्वंस and are supported 
4 G here adds स इ्यामा मेत्रीतन- by the high authority of Nil, 


यत्वादित्यत्र मंत्रीतनयत्वावच्छिन्नइया- See Note loc. cit, 


४८ तर्कसंग्रहः [ secr. 56 


भ्यानुमितिन संभवति' । खरूपासिद्धि्नाम पक्षे हेत्वमावः | तथा च 
हेत्वभावविरिष्टपक्षज्ञानात्पक्षविशेष्यकहेतुग्रकारकपरामर्शानुत्पत्या RAR- 
प्रतिबन्धः फलम्‌ ॥ व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध इति । प्रकृते धूमव्यापकत्वमार्दे- 
न्धनसंयोगे गृहीतं Aga आर्द्रेन्चनसंयोगब्र्याप्यत्व॑ गृहीतम्‌ । एवं 
बह्व्यापकत्वमारद्रेन्धनसंयोगे गृहीतं Agel तदव्याप्यत्वं गृह्यते तदेव 
ब्यभिचारित्वम्‌ | तथा चोपाधिव्यभिचारित्वं साधने yet चेदुपाधिभू- 
ताद्रेन्धनसंयोगव्याप्यधूमब्यभिचारित्वं गृहीतमेव । अनुमानम्रकारश्च 
ूर्वीनुमानहेतुं पक्षीकृत्य वह्निर्धूमन्यभिचारी धूमब्यापकार्देन्धनसंयोग- 
ब्यभिचारित्वाद्वटत्वादिवयो यत्साध्यव्यापकव्यभिचारी स॒ सर्वोऽपि 
साध्यव्यभिचारी | एवं प्रकारेण प्रकृतानुमानहेतुभूतपक्षे साध्यव्यमि- 
चारोत्यापकतया दूषकत्वमुपाधेः फ़लम्‌ | तथा च धूमाभाववद्वत्तिवरूपधू- 
मव्यभिचारे गृहीते वहां धूमाभाववदवृत्तित्वरूपव्याप्तिग्रहप्रतिबन्धः फलम्‌ | 
न च व्याप्यत्वासिद्वेव्यमिचारामेद इति वाच्यम्‌ | धूमाभाववद्वृत्तित्वाभा- 
वाभावत्वेन व्याप्यत्वासिद्वत्वं धूमाभाववद्वुत्तितेने व्यभिचारत्वमिति 
भेदात्‌ | 
[५७] 


यस्य साध्याभावः प्रमाणान्तरेण निश्चितः स॒ बाधित) । यथा 
वह्निरनुष्णो 'द्रव्यत्याद्विति | अत्रानुष्णत्वं साध्यं तदभाव उष्णत्वं 

e - ~ ~ 
स्पाशनप्रत्यक्षेण' गृह्यत इति बाधितत्वम्‌ ॥ 

q- दी.-_चाधितस्य लक्षणमाह--यस्थेति | अत्र बाधस्य प्राह्या- 
भावनिश्चयत्वेन सत्रतिपक्षस्थ विरोधिज्ञानसामग्रीवेन साक्षादच्ुमितिप्रति- 





1 Uand W read the passage only which amounts to the 
differently. same, B has स्पर्शेन प्रत्यक्षेण, and 
2CKR V omit the following C स्पर्शनेन. S. C. seems to prefer 
two sentences, the latter. Possibly both 
3 K reads पदार्थत्वात्‌ for द्रव्यत्वात. स्पार्शन and स्पर्शन may have 
4 The reading adopted is that of been later insertions, See 


A DEK; GH J read प्रलक्षण Note loc, cit. 


sect. 58] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः ४९ 


बन्धकत्वम्‌ | इतरेषां तु परामशग्रतिबन्धकत्वम्‌ | तत्रापि साधारणस्या- 
ब्यमिचाराभावतया, विरुद्धस्य सामानाधिकरण्याभावतया व्यापकत्वासि- 
«er 'विरिष्टन्याप्यभावतयासाधारणानुपसंहारिणो्याप्तिसंदायाधायकत्वेन 
च व्यास्तज्ञानप्रतिबन्धकत्वम्‌ | आश्रयासिद्धखरूपासिद्धयोः पक्षधर्मता- 
ज्ञानप्रतिवन्धकत्वम्‌ | उपाधिस्तु व्यभिचारज्ञानद्वारा व्याप्तिज्ञानप्रति- 
बन्धकः | सिद्धसाधनं तु पक्षताविधट(क ? )तया आश्रयासिद्धेडन्त भैव- 
तीति प्राञ्चः | निग्रहस्थानान्तरमिति नवीना: 


न्या. बो---यस्येति | यस्य हेतोः साध्याभावः स॒ च प्रमाणान्तरेण 
निश्चितः स॒ बाधित इत्यर्थः | तथा च प्रात्यक्षिकसाध्यामावनि श्चयेन 
साध्याचुमितिप्रतिबन्धः फलम्‌ | वाधितसाध्यकत्वाद्वेतोर्हेतुरपि बाधित 
इत्युच्यते || इत्यनुमानपरिच्छेद्‌ः |i 


[५८ ] 


उपमितिकरणमुपमानम्‌ संज्ञासंज्ञिसंवन्धज्ञानमुपमिति! । तत्क- 
रणं साइड्यज्ञानम्‌ | अतिदेशवाक्याथस्मरणमवान्तरव्यापारः । 
तथा हि 'कबश्रिद्ववयशब्दार्थमजानन्कुतश्रिदारण्यकपुरुपाद्वोसच्छो 
गवय इति श्रुत्वा वनं गतो वाक्यार्थं nea पिण्डं पश्यति | 
तदनन्तरमसा गवयशब्दवाच्य इत्युपमितिरुत्पद्यते ॥ 


त. दी.--उपमानं लक्षयति--उपभितीति ॥ 


MM 


1 A and Q “भाववत्तया. terce. F omits the rest of the 


2 The reading is that of N and passage. 
Nil, AOL P omit sra: leav- 4 A BDomit afa; K adds 
ing इति which then becomes पुरुपः; A B D and Q read 
redundant. GJ Y Z omit इति वाच्यम्‌ for ada. N has पदार्थ 
qm. A inserts = before for शब्दार्थम्‌ . 


faz’ and M reads Raren- | 5 K H add वाक्यं after इति. 
नानन्तरम्‌ both of which are | 6 0 adds विशिष्टं after सदृशं; H 
clearly wrong. reads सादृश्यविशिष्टे and A and 
3 QN and W omit this sen- W सदुशपिण्डं; J omits पिण्डं, 
TS..7 


ad 


‘xe ateng: [ sect. 58 


न्या. बो.--उपमानं छक्षयति--उपमितिकरणमिति । उपमितिं 
लक्षयति--संज्ञासंज्ञीति | संज्ञा पदं l a पदार्थः । तयोः संबन्धः 
शक्तिः | तथा च पदपदार्थसंबन्धज्ञानमुपमितिरित्यर्थः | उपमानमतिदेश- 
वाक्यार्थज्ञानम्‌ | अतिदेशवाक्यार्थस्मरणं व्यापारः | उपमितिः फलम्‌ | 
गोसद्दशो गवयपदवाच्य इत्याकारकाद्रोसदात्वावच्छिन्नविशेष्यकगवयपद- 
बाच्यत्वप्रकारकं ज्ञानं जायते तदेव करणम्‌ || इत्युपमानपरिच्छेदः |i 

[५९] 

आप्तवाक्य शाब्दः | आप्तस्तु यथाथंवक्ता | वाक्य पदसमूहः 
यथा गामानयात | शक्त पद्म्‌ | अस्मात्पदादयमथा वाद्धच्य इती- 
Sd: Me li 

त. दी.---शब्दं लक्षयति--आप्तेति' | पदलक्षणमाह--श॒क्तमिति | 
अर्थस्मृत्यनुकूळः पदपदार्थसंवन्धः शक्ति: | सा च पदार्थीन्तरमिति 
मीमांसकाः | तनिरासार्थमाह---अस्मादिति । डित्थादीनामिब घटादी- 
नामपि संकेत एव शक्ति: न तु पदार्थान्तरमित्यर्थः || गवादिशब्दानां जाता- 
वेब झाक्तिर्विरोषणतया जतिः प्रथममुपस्थ्रितत्वात्‌ व्यक्तिलाभस्त्वाक्षेपादिना 
इति केचित्‌ । तन्न | गामानयेत्यादौ (ृद्धव्यवहारात्सवंत्रानयनादेब्यक्ता- 
वेव संभवेन जातिविरिष्टब्यक्तावेव शाक्तिकल्पनात्‌ राक्तिग्रहश्च वृद्धव्यव- 
हारेण | व्युत्पित्खुर्बालो गामानयेत्युत्तमवृद्धवाक्यश्रबणानन्तरं मध्यमवृद्धस्य 
प्रवृत्तिमुपळभ्य गवानयनं च दृष्ट्वा मध्यमबृद्भप्रवृत्तिजन कज्ञानस्यान्वयः्य- 
ara वाक्यजन्यत्वं निश्चित्याश्वमानय गां बधान इति वाक्यान्तर 
आवापोद्वापाभ्यां गोपदस्य गोत्वविरिषष्टे राक्तिरश्वरान्दस्या श्वत्वविरिष्टे 
शक्तिरिति व्युत्पद्यते | ननु सर्वत्र कार्यपरव्वाक््चवहारस्य कार्यवाक्य . एव 
्युत्पत्तिने सिद्धपर इति चेन्न । "काञ्च्यां त्रिभुबनतिलको भूपतिरित्यादौ 





1 W omits this, Q adds gi रूपसंकेतः . 
दण्डेन after आनय- 3 Nand Q here add वाक्यं लक्ष- 
2ABD and F insert इच्छा यति - वाक्येति. 


after ईश्वर unnecessarily. C | 4 F and Q have वृद्धव्यवहारेण. 
more correctly reads ईश्वरेच्छा- | 5 A and M read काइयाँ, 


Load 


> 


ie ore am- —— 


SECT. 59] तकेदीपिकया eaan च सहितः u? 


सिद्धेऽपि व्यवहारात्‌ विकसितप्मे मधुकरः इत्यादौ प्रसिद्धपद्समभिव्यव- 
हारात्सिद्धेऽपि मधुकरादिपदे व्युत्पत्तिदशीनाच || लक्षणापि इाब्दवृत्तिः | 
शाक्यसंबन्धो लक्षणा | गङ्गायां घोष इत्यत्र गङ्गापदवाच्यप्रवाहसंतरन्धादेव 
तीरोपस्थितो तीरेऽपि शक्तिन necp | सैन्धवादौ लवणाश्वयोः परस्पर- 
संबन्धाभावानानाराक्तिकल्पनम्‌ || लक्षणा त्रिविधा | जहलृक्षणाजहरृक्षणा 
जहदजहल्लक्षणा चेति | यत्र वाच्यार्भस्यान्वयाभावस्तत्र जहती यथा मञ्चाः 
क्रोशन्तीति | यत्र वाच्यार्थस्यान्वसस्तत्राजहती यथा छत्रिणो गच्छन्तीति | यत्र 
वाच्यैकदेशत्यागेनैकदेशान्वयस्तत्र जहदजहती यथा तत्तमसीतिः। गौण्यपि 
लक्षणैव लक्ष्यमाणगुणसम्बन्धरूपा | अञ्निर्माणणक इति ॥ व्यञ्जनापि 
शक्तिळक्षणान्तर्भूता | अर्थशक्तिमूला चानुमानादिनान्यथासिद्धाः di 

तात्पयोजुपपत्तिलेक्षणाबीजम्‌ | तत्प्रतीतीच्छयोच्चरितत्वं तात्पर्यम्‌ | 
तापर्यज्ञानं च वाक्यार्थज्ञाने हेतुः | नानार्थानुरोधात्तु प्रकरणादिकं 
तात्प्यग्राहकम्‌ । द्वारमित्यादौ पिधेहीति इाब्दाध्याह्ारः | नन्वर्थज्ञानार्थ- 
त्वाच्छन्दस्यार्थमविज्ञाय राब्दाध्याहारासंभवादर्थाध्याहार एव युक्त इति 
चेन्न पदविशेषजन्यपदार्थोपस्थितिः शाब्दज्ञानहेतुत्वात्‌ | अन्यथा घटः 
कमत्वमानर्येनं कृतिरित्यत्रापि शाब्दज्ञानप्रसङ्गात्‌ ॥ 

पङ्कजादिपदेषु योगरूढिः | अवयवशक्तिर्योगः | समुदायशक्ती रूढिः | 
नियतप्मत्वज्ञानार्थं समुदायशक्तिः | अन्यथा कुमुदेऽपि प्रयोगप्रसङ्गः | 
इतरान्विते शक्तिरिति प्राभाकराः | अन्वयस्य वाक्यार्थतया भानसंभवा- 
दन्वयांरोऽपि शक्तिन कल्पनीयेति गौतमीयाः ॥ 


1 M N Fand Q add मधूनि पिबति by Nil. A L omit शक्ति before 


bo 


after मधुकरः but wrongly; J 
supplies the ellipsis by fauf& 
more correctly, A reads सिद्ध 
for प्रसिद्ध incorrectly. 

७ here adds सोऽयं देवदत्त इत्ति च. 
The text of T 1) is here un- 
doubtedly tampered with. J 
alone gives the reading adopt- 
ed, which seems to be the 
correct one as it is supported 


लक्षणान्तभूता. A LCP make 
अर्थशक्तिमूला च part of the pre- 
vious sentence. F N and Q 
add शब्दशक्तिमूला before and 
M पदशाक्तिमूला after अ्थशक्ति- 
मूला. QV Z make the two 
sentences one, Y Z have भूत- 
त्वात्‌ ७०१ मूलत्वात्‌ भूता and मूला 
respectively, 


५२ तकेसंग्रहः [ secr. 59 


न्या. बो,--शब्दं लक्षयति--आप्तेति' | पदज्ञानं करणम्‌। वृत्ति- 


ज्ञानसहकृतपदज्ञानजन्यपदार्थोपस्थितिव्यापार: | वाक्यार्थज्ञानं शाब्द- 
बोधः फलम्‌ | वृत्तिनीम शक्तिलक्षणान्यतररूपा | राक्तिर्नामः घटादि- - 
विशेष्यकघटादिपदजन्यबोधविषयत्वप्रकारकेश्वरसंकेतः । ईशश्वरसंकेतो 


नामेश्वरेच्छा सैव राक्तिरित्यर्थः | झाक्तिनिरूपकत्वमेव पदे इाक्तत्वम्‌ | 
विषयतासंबन्धेन राक्त्याश्रयत्वमर्थे झक्यत्वम्‌ । शक्यसंबन्धो लक्षणा | 
सा द्विविधा | गोणी शुद्धा चेति। गोणी नाम साद्श्यविशिष्टलक्षणा 
यथा सिंहो माणवक इत्यादौ सिंहपदस्य सिंहसाइश्यविशिष्टे लक्षणा | 
za द्विधा जहल्लक्षणाजहल्॒क्षणा चेति | लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकरूपेण 
लक्ष्यमात्रबोधिका जहल्क्षणा यथा गङ्गायां घोष इत्यत्र गङ्गापदशक्य- 
प्रवाहसम्बन्धस्य तीरे सत्त्वात्‌ तादृदाशक्यसम्बन्धरूपलक्षणाज्ञानात्‌ 
गङ्गापदात्तोरोपस्थितिः | लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकरूपेण लक्ष्यदाक्योभयबोधप्रयो- 
जिकाजहक्कक्षणा | यथा काकेभ्यो दधि रक्ष्यतामित्यत्र काकपदस्य 
दध्युपघातके .ळक्षणा | लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकं दध्युपघातकत्वं तेन रूपेण 
दध्युपघातकानां काकबिडालकुक्कुटसारमेयादीनां राक्यलक्ष्याणां सर्वेषां 
बोधात्‌ | जहदजहल्ृक्षणा वेदान्तिनां मते ॥ 


[६० ] 
amg योग्यता संनिधिश्च वाक्यार्थज्ञानहेतुः | पदस्य 
पदान्तरव्यतिरेकप्रयुक्तान्वयाननुभावकत्वमाकाङ्घा | ` अर्थाबाधो 


योग्यता | पदानामविलम्वेनोचारणं संनिधिः ॥ 





1 S T and W insert here six श्वरेच्छा सेव शक्तिरित्यर्थः . 
sentences explaining theyz- | 3 S T and W read त्रिविधा for 
कृत्य of the definition of शब्दः द्विविधा and add जहदजहलक्षणा 
but they are absent in older as a third species. 

Mss. U prints them in brac- | 4 In the place of this short 
kets as an interpolation. sentence S T and W have 


2 The reading is that of U V शक्‍यताव'च्छेदकपरित्यागेन व्यक्तिमात्र- 
and K. K omits शक्तिर्नाम, and बोधनाज्जहदजदलक्षणा | इयं च लक्षणा 
T and W omit घटादिविशेष्यक; | जीवन्रह्मणोरेक्यं agai वेदान्तिनां 
while C reads simply शाक्तिर्नामे- सिद्धान्तरीला. 





scr. 62]  तकेदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः ५३: 


त. दी.--आकाष्वेति । आकाह्लादिज्ञानमित्यथः | अन्यथाकाङ्कादि- 
भ्रमाच्छाब्दश्रमो न स्यात्‌ | आकाङ्कां लक्षयति--पदस्येति || योग्यता- 
लक्षणमाह--अर्थति || संनिधिलक्षणमाह--पदानामिति | अविलम्बेन 
पदार्थोपस्थितिः संनिधिः | उच्चारणं तु तदुपयोगितया युक्तम्‌ ॥ 

न्या, बो.--आकाह्लेति । “अव्यवद्तितोत्तरत्वादिसंबन्धेन यत्पदे 
यत्पदप्रकारज्ञानव्यतिरेकम्रयुक्तो याद्शशाब्दबोधाभावस्ताइशशाब्दबोधे 
तत्पदे तत्पदवत्तमाकाङ्का' । ताद्शाकाङ्काज्ञानं शाब्दबोधे कारणम्‌ ॥ 
अर्थावाध इति । बाधाभावो योग्यतेत्यर्थः ॥ 


[६१] 
आकाङ्कादिरहितं वाक्यमप्रमाणम्‌ । यथा गौरश्वः पुरुषो 
हस्तीति न प्रमाणमाकाङ्घाविरहात्‌ | अग्निना सिञ्चेदिति न 
प्रमाणं योग्यताविरहात्‌ | प्रहरे प्रहरेऽसहोचारितानि गामानये- 
त्यादिपदानि न प्रमाणं सांनिष्याभावात्‌ ॥ 
त. दी.--गौरश्च इति | घटः क्मेत्वमित्यनाकाङ्गोदाहरणं KAA ॥ 
न्या, बो.--अभिना RARA | अत्र सेककरणत्वस्य जलादि- 
धर्मस्य ael बाधनिश्चयसत्त्वात्न ताइरावाक्याच्छान्दबोधः संभवति tl 
संनिविं निरूपयति--असहोच्वारितानीति | असहोचारितानि विळम्बे- 
नोचारितानि ॥ 
[33] 


वाक्यं द्विविधम्‌ | वैदिकं लौकिकं च । वैदिकमीश्वरोक्तत्वात्सर्व- 
मेव प्रमाणम्‌ | लोकिकं त्वाप्तोक्तं प्रमाणम्‌ | अन्यदप्रमाणम्‌ ॥ 
त. दी---वाक्यं विभजते-_वाक्यसिति | वैदिकस्य विशेषमाह-- 
तैदिकमीश्वरोक्तत्वादिति । ननु वेदस्यानादित्वात्कथमीश्वरोक्तत्वमिति 
1 R prefixes यत्पदविशेप्यक to अः long explanation of आकाह्वा. 


व्यवहित « 3 C H read संनिध्यभावात्‌, Per 
2S U and W here insert a haps better. 


ug ; तर्कसंग्रहः Í stcr: 62 


चेन्न । वेदः पौरुषेयो वाक्यसमूहत्वाद्वारतादिवत? न च स्मर्यमाणकतृत्व- 
मुपाधिः | गौतमादिभिः शिष्यपरंपरया वेदेऽपि कतृस्मरणेनः साधनव्यापक- 
त्वात्‌ | “ 'तस्मात्तेपानात्त्रयो वेदा अजायन्त ” इति श्रृतेश्च ॥ 

ननु वणा नित्याः ¦ स एवायं गकार ? इति प्रत्यभिज्ञाबलात्‌ | तथा च 
कथं वेदस्यानित्यत्वमिति चेन्न उत्पन्नो गकारो नशे गकार इति प्रतीत्या 
बर्णानामनित्यत्वात्‌ | सोऽयं गकार? इति प्रत्यभिज्ञायाः सेयं दीपञ्चालेति 
वत्साजात्याळम्बनत्वात्‌ वर्णानां नित्यत्वेडप्यानुपूर्वीविशिष्टवाक्यस्यानित्य- 
त्वाञ्च | तस्मादीश्वरोक्तो वेदः ॥ मन्वादिस्म्ृतीनामाचाराणां च वेदमूलक- 
तया प्रामाण्यम्‌ | स्मृतिमूलवाक्यानामिदानीमनध्ययनात्तन्मूलभूता काचि- 
च्छाखोच्छिन्नेति कल्प्यते | ननु पठ्यमानवेदवाक्योत्सादस्य कल्पयितुम- 
शक्यतया विप्रकीर्णवादस्यायुक्तत्वान्नित्याचुमेयो वेदो मूलमिति चेन्न | 
“तथापि वर्णानुपूर्वाज्ञानाभावेन बोधकत्वासंभवात्‌ il 

न्या. बो. -वैदिक॑ लौकिकं चेति ॥ वैदिकं वेदवाक्यमित्यथ: । इद- 
सुपलक्षणम्‌। वेदमूलकस्मृत्यादीन्यपि ग्राह्माणि । लौकिकमिति | वेदवाक्य- 
मिन्नमित्यर्थः* | आपतत प्रयोगहेतु भूते यथार्थज्ञानवत्त्वम्‌ ॥ इति शब्दपरिच्छेद:॥ 

mE [६३] 

वाक्याथज्ञान शाब्दज्ञानस्‌ | तत्करणं शब्द II 

त. दी---नन्वेतानि पदानि खस्मारिता्थसंसर्गवन्ति आकाङ्कादिमत्प- 
दकदम्बकत्वात्‌ 'सद्वाक्यवदित्यनुमानादेव संसर्गज्ञानसंभवाच्छब्दो न 
प्रमाणान्तरमिति चेन्न | अनुमित्यपेक्षया शान्दज्ञानस्य विलक्षणस्य शब्दा- 
ठत्येमीत्यनुन्यवसायसाक्षिकस्य सर्वसंमतत्वात्‌ |i 


1 N F and Q here add zag- A reads सोऽयं दीप इति प्रत्याभि- 
मानेन पोरुपेयत्वसिद्धेः; Z adds ज्ञानवज्जात्यालम्वनत्वात्‌ . 
इत्यनुमानात्‌. 5 A and F have तथा afa for 

2 A reads ag: स्मर्यमाणत्वेन; N F तथापि. 
and Q have qaa स्मरणेन. 6 K R and V omit this sen- 

8 Q inserts qq: before तेपानात्‌. tence, while S and W omit 

4 This is the reading of L and the next. 


M; CJNPYZ have the | 7 F and Q insert here गामानय 
same without सा before जाल्या दण्डेन इति मद्वाक्य « 





8४07. 63] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायबोघिन्या च सहितः uy 


नन्वर्थापत्तिरपि प्रमाणान्तरमस्ति ¦ पीनो देवदत्तो दिवा न ys’ 
इति दष्टे श्रुते वा पीनत्वान्यथानुपपत्त्या रात्रिभोजनमर्थापत्त्या कल्प्यत 
इति चेन्न | देवदत्तो रात्रौ ys दिवाऽभुञ्जानत्वे सति पीनत्वादित्यनुमाने- 
नेव रात्रिभोजनस्य सिद्धत्वात्‌ | शते पञ्चाशदिति संभवोऽप्यचुमानमेव | 
इह वटे यक्षस्तिष्टतीत्यैतिह्यमज्ञातमूलवक्तृकः शब्द एव | चेष्टापि शब्दा- 
चुमानद्वारा व्यवहारहेतुरिति न मानान्तरम्‌ | तस्मात्रत्यक्षानुमानोपमान- 
रान्दाश्चत्वार्येव प्रमाणानि ॥ 


सर्वेषां ज्ञानानां तद्वति तत््रकारकत्वं खतो ग्राह्यं परतो वेति विचा- 
येते | तत्र विप्रतिपत्तिः | ज्ञानप्रामाण्यं तदप्रामाण्याग्राहकयावज्ज्ञानग्राहक- 
anna न वा | अत्र विधिकोटिः खतस्त्वम्‌ | निषेधकोटिः परत- 
स्त्वम्‌ || अनुमानग्राह्यत्वेन , सिद्वसाधनतावारणाय यावदिति | | इदं ज्ञान- 
मप्रमेति ? ज्ञानेन प्रामाण्यग्रहाद्वाधवारणायाप्रामाण्याग्राहकेति | इदं ज्ञान- 
मप्रमेत्युग्यवसायनिष्टप्रामाण्यग्राहकस्याप्रामाण्याग्राहकत्वा भावात्खतस्त्वं न 
स्यादतस्तदिति | तस्मिन्प्रामाण्याश्रयेऽप्रामाण्यग्राहक इत्यर्थः | उदाहृतस्थले 
ब्यवसायेऽप्रामाण्यग्राहकस्याप्यनुव्यवसाये तदग्राहकत्वात्खस्त्वसिद्विः ॥ 
ननु खत एव प्रामाण्यं गृह्यते घटमहं जानामीत्यनुन्यबसायेन घटघटत्व- 
योरिव तत्संबन्धस्यापि विषयीकरणात्‌ व्यवसायरूपप्रत्यासत्तेस्तुल्यत्वात्‌ 
पुरोवर्तिनि प्रकारसंबन्धस्यैव प्रमात्वपदार्थत्वादिति चेन्न | खतःथप्रामाण्यग्रहे 
जलज्ञानं प्रमा न वेत्यनम्यासदझायां प्रमात्वसंदायो न स्यात्‌ । अनुब्यव- 
सायेन प्रामाण्यस्य निश्चितत्वात्‌ | तस्मात्खतोग्राह्यत्वाभावातरतो ग्राह्य 
त्वम्‌ | तथा हि | प्रथमं जलछज्ञानानन्तरं प्रवृत्तौ स॒त्यां जललाभे सति 
पूर्वोत्पन्नं जलज्ञानं प्रमा समर्थप्रबृत्तिजनकत्वात्‌ यन्नैवं तन्नैवम्‌ यथाप्रमा 





1 A here adds अनुपलब्धिन मानम्‌ | fluous, as अनुपलूब्धि has al- 
परिशेपोषि अनुमाय्येव, but the ready once been referred to, 
words seem to be spurious while it is doubtful whether 
as no other copy contains परिशेप is recognized as an 


them, They are also super- independent proof, 


aR atea: [ secr. 63 


इति व्यतिरेकिणा प्रमात्वं निश्चीयते । द्वितीयादिज्ञानेषु पूर्वज्ञानदृष्टान्तेन 
तत्सजातीयत्वलिङ्गेनान्वयव्यतिरेकिणापि गृह्यते ॥ 

प्रमाया युणजन्यत्वमुत्पत्तौ परतस्त्वम्‌ | प्रमाऽसाधारणकारणं गुणः | 
अप्रमाऽसाधारणकारणं दोषः | तत्र प्रत्यक्षे विशेषणबद्विरोष्यसंनि कर्षो 
गुणः अनुमितौ व्यापकवति व्याप्यज्ञानं उपमितौ यथार्थसादृश्यज्ञानं 
शाब्दज्ञाने यथार्थयोग्यताज्ञानम्‌ इत्याद्यूहनीयम्‌ । पुरोवर्तिनि प्रकारा- 
भावस्य व्यवसायेनानुपस्चितत्वादप्रमात्वं परत एव Yad पित्तादिदोष- 
जन्यत्वादुत्पत्तौ परतस्त्वम्‌ ॥ 

ननु सर्वज्ञानानां यथार्थत्वादयथार्थज्ञानमेव नास्ति। न च ' झुक्ता- 
विदं रजतमिति ? ज्ञाना्रबृत्तिदरीनादन्यथाख्यातिसिद्विरिति वाच्यम्‌ | 
र॒जतस्मृतिपुरोवर्तिज्ञानाभ्यामेव प्रबृत्तिसंभवात्‌ उपस्थितेष्ट भेदा ग्रहस्यैब 
सर्वत्र प्रवतेकत्वेन नेदं रजतमित्यादावतिप्रसङ्गाभावादितिचेन्न | सत्य- 
रजतस्थळे पुरोवर्तिविशेष्यकरजतत्वप्रकारकज्ञानस्य लाघवेन प्रवृत्तिजनक- 
तया gaat रजतार्थिप्रबृत्तिजनकत्वेन विशिष्ज्ञानस्येव कल्पनात्‌ |l 

र [६४] ee 

अयथार्थानुभवस्रिविधः _ संशयविपर्ययतकंभेदात्‌ | एकर्मि 
न्धर्मिणि विरुद्धनानाधमेवेशिष्य्यावगाहि - ज्ञानं संशयः | यथा 
स्थाणुवां gen वेति | मिथ्याज्ञानं विपर्ययः । यथा शुक्ताविदं 
रजतमिति । व्याप्यारोपेण व्यापकारोपस्तर्कः यथा यदि वहिने 
arate धूमोऽपि न स्यादिति ॥ 

त. दी,--अयथार्थानुभवं विभजते--अयथार्थेति | खप्नस्य मानस- 
विपर्ययख्यत्वान्न त्रैविष्यविरोधः ॥ संशयलक्षणमाह--एकस्मिन्निति | 
: घटपटा'विति समूह्यालम्बनेऽतिव्याप्तिबारणाय एकेति | “ घटो द्रव्य'मित्या- 


1 The passage is variously ज्ञानम्‌, while B J read "विशिष्ट- 
worded in different copies. ज्ञानम्‌. E differs from all in 
The reading in the text is giving विरुद्धनानाकोटिक॑ ज्ञानम्‌. 


that of ABD F U ७४80 8, 0, | 2 X has यद्ययं निर्वह्विः स्वात्ताहिं 
CGH 0 and W have “वेशिष्टय- निर्धूमोपि wm 


scr. 66 ] तकदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः ५७, 


दावतिब्याप्तिवारणाय विरूद्धेति | “ पटत्वविरुद्धघटत्ववानि त्यत्रातिव्याप्ति- 
वारणाय नानेति || तिपययळक्षणमाह -मिथ्येति | तदभाववति तत्प्रकारक- 
निश्चय इत्यर्थः ॥ तर्क ळक्षयति--व्याप्येति | यद्यपि तर्को विपर्ययेऽन्त- 
भवति तथापि प्रमाणानुग्राहकत्वाद्वेदेन कीर्तनम्‌ ॥ 

न्या. बो.--यथार्थोनुभवं निरूप्यायथार्थानुभवे विभजते--संशये- 
त्यादिना | एकेति | एकधर्मावच्छिन्नविरोष्यतानिरूपितभावामावम्रकारकं 


ज्ञानं संशय इत्यर्थः | 


aaan 


भावद्वदयकोटिकसंरायप्रसिद्धेः स्थाणुर्वेत्यत्र स्थाणुत्व- 
स्थाणुत्वाभावपुरुषत्वपुरुषत्वाभावकोटिकः संशय इत्यर्थः' | 


विपर्ययो नाम. 


भ्रम इत्यथः | व्याप्यारोपेणेति | तके व्याप्यस्य व्यापकस्य च व्यतिरिक- 
निश्चयः कारणम्‌ | अन्यथाबाधनिश्चयाभाव इष्टांपत्तिदोषे तर्कान॒त्पत्तः ॥ 


अप्रमाजन्यायथार्था d 


[६५] 
| यथार्थायथार्था च। प्रमाजन्या यथार्थो | 


स्मृतिरपि द्विविधा ˆ 


त. दी---स्मृतिं विभजते--स्मृतिरिति ॥ 


[६६] 


सर्वेपामनुकूछतया as GAT di 


1 


2 
3 


C K V omit this sentence, but 
as besides S T it is found in 
R also ina slightly different 
form, it is retained. The sent- 
ence as it stands in both S 
and R is corrupt and is there- 
fore amended as above. S 
reads स्थाणुर्वेत्यादेः which is 
not intelligible, while R in- 
serts एक before last कोटिक 
quite superfluously. 

U and W read बाथ for व्यतिरेक. 
EH J K omit feffar and 
join the two sentences, K 
adds इति after च. 

TS..8 





4 It is impossible to ascertain 


the true reading of this and. 
the next passage. A BCH 
J U and Q together with S. C 

and V. V.agreein reading अनु- 
कूलवेदनीयं and प्रतिकूलवेदनीयं 
respectively ; while the other 
variants अनुकूलतया and प्रति- 
कूलतया वेदनीयं are found in 
D EG K, as well as Nil. I 
have adopted the latter as be- 
ing grammatically more cor- 
rect, and being supported by 
the high authority of Nil, 


BS ; तर्कसंग्रहः [ secr. 66 


त, दी.--सुखं लक्षयति--सुर्वेपामिति । सुख्यहमित्यादनुव्यव- 
सायगम्यं सुखत्वादिकमेव लक्षणम्‌ । यथाश्रुतं तु खरूपकथनमिति 
द्रश्व्यम्‌ |l 

न्या. बो.--सुखं निरूपयति---सर्वेपामिति | इतरेच्छा5नधीनेच्छा- 
विषयत्वमिति निष्कर्षः | यथाश्रुतेडनुकूलत्वप्रकारकब्रेद नाविशेष्यत्वस्य 
घंटोडनुकूल इत्याकारकज्ञानदशायामनुकूलत्वप्रकारकज्ञानविशेष्यत्वस्य घटा- 
दावपि सत्त्वाद्वटादावतिव्यापतिरिति निष्कृष्टलक्षणमुक्तम्‌ । भोजनादावति- 
व्याप्तिवारणायेतरेच्छान धीनेच्छाविशेषणम्‌ | सुखेच्छायाः . सुखत्वप्रकारक- 
ज्ञानमात्रजन्यत्वात्‌ || 

[६७] 

सर्वेषां प्रतिकूलतया वेदनीयं zu ॥ 

न्या. बो.--दुःखं निरूपयति--प्रतिकूलेति | अत्रापीतरद्वेषान- 
धीनद्वेषविषयत्वमिति निष्कृष्टलक्षणम्‌ । द्वेषविषयत्वमात्रोक्तो सपादावपि 
द्वेषविषयत्वसच्ात्तत्रातिव्याप्तिवारणायेतरद्वेषानधीनेति द्वेषविशेषणम्‌ | 
सर्पजन्यदुःखादौ द्वेषात्सर्पद्वेष इति alea सर्पजन्यदुःखद्वेषजन्यत्वा- 
दन्यद्वेषानधीनद्वेषविषयत्वरूपलक्षणस्य सरपौदावसत्त्वान्नातिव्याप्तिः ॥ 
फळेच्छोपायेच्छां प्रति कारणं | अतः फळेच्छावशादुपायेच्छा भवति | एवं 
फळद्वेषादुपायद्वेषः ॥ 


[ ६८] 
इच्छा कामः ॥ 
[६९] 
क्रोधो द्वेषः ॥ 
[ ७° ] 
कृतिः प्रयत्नः ॥ 
| [७१] 


विहितकमजन्यो धर्मः ॥ 


1 K inserts gw: after "sr: unnecessarily. 





secr. 75] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च ated: ue 


[७२] 
निपिद्धकमेजन्यस्त्वधर्मः ॥ 
न्या. बो.--धर्माधर्मा निरूपयति---विहितेति । वेदविहितेत्यथः | 
निषिद्धेति । वेदनिषिद्धेत्यथः ॥ 
[७३] 
वु्चादयोऽष्टावात्ममात्रविशेषशुणाः ॥ 
[७४ ] 


बुद्धीच्छाप्रयत्ना “द्विविधाः | नित्या अनित्याश्च | नित्या 


ईश्वरस्य | अनित्या जीवस्य ॥ 
[ ७५ ] 

Wer: । वेगो भावना 'स्ितिस्थापकश्चेति । वेगः 
पथिव्यादिचतुष्टयमनोवृत्तिः | अनुभवजन्या स्मृतिहेतुमावनात्म- 
सात्रवृत्तिः | अन्यथा कृतस्य पुनस्तदवस्थापादकः स्थितिस्थापकः 
कटादिएथिवी वृत्तिः ॥ 

त, दी.--संस्कारं विभजते--संस्कार इति । संस्कारत्वजातिमा- 
न्संस्कारः | वेगस्याश्रयमाह--वेश इति । वेगत्वजातिमान्वेगः । भावनां 
लक्षयति---अनुभंत्रेते । आत्मादावतिब्याप्तिवारणायानुभबेति | अनु- 
भवध्वंसेऽतिव्याप्तिवारणाय स्म़ूतीति | स्मृतेरपि संस्कारजनकत्वं नवीने- ` 
रुक्तम्‌ | स्सितिस्थापकं लक्षयति--अन्यथेति ॥ संख्यादयोऽषटौ 
नैमित्तिकद्रवत्ववेगस्थितिस्थापकाः सामान्यगुणाः | अन्ये रूपादयो विशेष- 





l Cand X read आत्मनो विशेष, | 3 0 K read स्थितिस्थापकः. 
and K आत्मनि विशेष, D omits | 4 EJ X ॥४९ वेगाख्यः; DG X 
q. insert मात्र after मनः « 
2GJQUW Xomit fz&wr and | 5 DH J read तादवस्थ्यापादकः; O 
join the two sentences, | and S.C. have तद्व॒त्थापकः « 


«o तर्केसंत्रहः [ secr. 75 


युणाः | द्रब्यविभाजकोपाधिद्यसमानाधिकरणावृत्ति-द्रव्यकर्मावृत्ति'-जाति- 
ae विशेषगुणत्वम्‌ || 

न्या, बो.--संस्कारं विभजते--संस्कार इति । भावनां लक्षयति | 
अनुभवेति | अनुभवजन्यत्वे सति स्म्ृतिहेतुत्वं भावनाया ळक्षणम्‌ | 
अत्रानुभवजन्यत्वे सतीति विशेषणानुपादाने आत्ममनःसयोगेऽतिब्याप्ति- 
रात्ममनःसंयोगस्य ज्ञानमात्रं प्रत्यसमवायिकारणत्वेन स्मृतिं प्रत्यपि कारण- 
त्वादतस्तदुपादानम्‌ | आत्ममनःसंयोगस्यानुभवजन्यत्वाभावान्नातिव्याप्तिः | 
तावन्मात्रे कृतेऽनुभवध्वंसेऽतिव्याप्तिः ध्वंसं प्रति प्रतियोगिनः कारणत्वे- 
नानुभवध्वंसस्याप्यनुभवजन्यत्वात्‌ । अतः स्मृतिहेतुत्बोपादानम्‌ | अनुभव- 
ae, स्मृतिहेतुत्वा भावान्नातिव्याप्तिः ॥ 

[ ७६ ] 

चलनात्मकं कर्म | ऊर्मदेशसंयोगहेतुरुतक्षेपणस्‌ | अधोदेश- 
संयोगहेतुरपक्षेपणम्‌ । शरीरसंनिक्ृष्संयोगहेतुराङुश्चनस्‌ । f 
कुष्टसंयोगहेतुः प्रसारणस्‌ | अन्यत्सर्वं गमनस्‌ । प्रथिव्यादिचतु- 
षटयमनोमात्रदत्ति ॥ 

T. दी.--कर्मणो छक्षणमाह--चलनेति | उद्क्षेपणादीनां कार्य- 
भदमाह--ऊर्ध्वेति | शरीरेति । वक्रत्वसंपादकमाकुञ्चनम्‌ । ऋजुता- 
संपादकं प्रसारणमित्यर्थः | 

E [७७] 


निल्यमेकमनेकानुगर्त सामान्यस्‌ | द्रव्यगुणकर्मशत्ति | तद्विविध 
परापरभेदात्‌ । परं संत्ता । अपरं द्रव्यत्वादिः d 


l Instead of द्रव्यकमांवृत्ति N has U and W omit the whole 
orate. 5 adds युण 2 आति sentence: 
मत्‌. ler copies omi e G x y ai 
word altogether, but wrongly. OLE I 0012 २६ Wy Gs 
3 K adds तत्पज्नविधम्‌. तद्विविधं परापरभेदात्‌ — X has 
3 A BD have शरीरस्य; E H J instead परमाधिकबृत्ति । अपरं 
- X insert शारीर before aae न्यूनवृत्ति | H has परमपरं चेति 


cr 


also in the next sentence. for परापरभेदात्‌ before. xeaqu- 
4 K omits aq; G J add aq कर्मवृत्ति. A B D F insert जातिः 


after gf, perhaps better; Q before zemaria: . 


secr. 79] तकंदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः , १ 


त, दी,--सामान्यं छक्षयति--नित्यमिति । संथोगादावतिव्याप्रि- 
वारणाय नित्यमिति । परमाणुपरिमाणादावतिब्याप्तिवारणाय--अने- 
केति | अनुगतत्वं समवेतत्वं | तेन नाभावादाबतिब्यापतिः ॥ 

न्या. बो,--सामान्यं निरूपयति--नित्यमेकामिति | नित्यत्वे 
सत्यनेकसमवेतत्वं सामान्यळक्षणमित्यर्थः । नित्यत्वविशेषणानुपादाने 
संयोगादावतिव्याप्षिस्तत्राप्यने कद्रव्यसमवेतत्वस्य सत्त्वात्‌ तद्वारणाय नित्य- 
त्वोपादानम्‌ । अनेकसमवेतत्वानुपादान आकाशादाबतिव्या्षिस्तद्वारणा- 
यानेकसमत्रेतत्वविशेषणम्‌ | अनेककत्वानुपादान आकाइागतैकत्वपरिमाणादौ 
जळपरमाणुरूपादौ चातिव्याप्तिजळादिपरमाणुगतरूपादेराकाइगतैकत्वपरि- 
माणादेनित्यत्वात्समवेतत्वाच्च | अतोऽनेक इति समवेतविशेषणम्‌ˆ ॥ 7 ` 

[७८ ] 

नित्यद्रव्यवृत्तयो व्यावतका विशेषाः ॥ 

त, दी,--विशेषं लक्षयति--नित्येति ॥ 

न्या. बो---निल्यद्रव्यबृत्तय इति | नित्यद्रव्येषु परमाण्वादिषु वत- 
मानाः | अत एव व्यावतंका इतरभेदानुमितिहेतव: | नित्यद्रव्यवृत्तित्व- 
रूपपक्षधर्मताप्रयोज्येतरमेदानुमापकशालिन इत्यथः || 

[७९ ] 

Rada: समवाय! | अयुतसिद्धवाततिः | ययोट्देयोमंध्य एकम- 
विनइ्यदपराश्रितमेबावतिष्टते तावयुतसिद्धौ | यथावयवावयविनौ 
गुणगुणिनौ क्रियाक्रियावन्ती जातिव्यक्ती विशेषनित्यद्रव्ये चेति ॥ 


1 N places this sentence after BIW परमाणवः आकाशादिपञ्चकं 
the next, omitting आदि. Other fiae । 
copies except A J Y omit the KU 
sentence altogether. Y omits 
the next sentence; Q and F 
insert घटात्यन्ताभावों घट!दययजुगतो- E : a 

E ES भावा? DA B E J omit अविनश्यत्‌ 

9 allt 2d सवी das d which is however necessary. 

2 pas is vario a G 3 at 
by KR VS Uand W. Mss. | 9 E GJ only insert यथा; ' but 
C and V end here. their reading has been adop- 


3 EG.H K add अनन्ता एव after ted as making the sentence 
विशेपाः; X adds पृथिव्यादिचतु- more grammatical, 


This is a portion of a long 
abstruse passage in W not 
found in other Mss. 


RR तर्कसंग्रहः [ secr. 79 


त, दी,---समवायं लक्षयति--निल्येति । संयोगेडतिब्याप्तिवार- 
णाय नित्येति | आकाशादावतिब्याप्तिबारणाय संबन्ध इति । अयुत- 
सिद्धलक्षणमाह---ययोरिति | नीलो घट इति विरशिष्टप्रतीतिर्विशषेषण- 
विशेष्यसंबन्धविषया विशिष्टप्रत्ययत्वाद्ण्डीति प्रत्ययवदिति समवायसिद्धिः | 
अवयवावयाविनाविति । द्रव्यसमवायिकारणमवयव: । तजन्यद्रव्यम- 
वयवि | 

न्या, बो,--समवायं निरूपयति--नित्येति | संबन्धत्वं विशिष्ट- 
प्रतीतिनियामकत्वम्‌ | तावन्मात्रोक्तौ सयोगेऽतिव्याप्तितो नित्येति विशे- 
षणम्‌ ॥ ययोर्मध्य इति | यननिष्टकालनिरूपिताघेयतासामान्यं यदव- 
च्छिन्नं तदुभयान्यतरत्वमयुत सिद्धत्वमित्यर्थः ॥ 

[८० ] 

अनादिः सान्तः प्रागभावः । उत्पत्तेः पूर्व कार्यस्य । सादिरन- 
न्तः प्रध्वंसः | उत्पत्यनन्तरं कार्यस्य । त्रैकालिकसंसर्गावच्छिन्न- 
प्रतियोगिताकोऽत्यन्ताभावः | यथा Was घटो नास्तीति । तादा- 
त्म्यसंवन्धावाच्छिन्नप्रातियोगिताकोन्योन्याभावः यथा घटः पटो न 
भवतीति ॥ 

त, दी, प्रागभावं लक्षयति-_अनादिरिति । आकाझादावतिव्या- 
famem सान्त इति । घटादावतिव्याप्तिवारणाय-अनादिरिति | 
प्रतियोगिसमवायिकारणबृत्तिः प्रतियोगिजंनको भविष्यतीति व्यवहारहेतुः 
ग्रागभावः ॥ प्रध्वंसं ळक्षयति--सादिरिति | घटादावतिव्याप्तिवारणाय 
अनन्त इति | आकाइझादावतिव्याप्तिवारणाय-सादिरिति ॥ प्रति- 
योगिजन्यः प्रतियोगिसमवायिकारणबृत्तिर्ध्वस्तन्यवहारहेतुर्ध्व॑सः || अत्यन्ता- 
भावं लक्षयति-_त्रेकालिकेति ॥ अन्योन्याभावेतिव्याप्तिवारणाय संसर्गा- 
बाच्छिन्नेति । ध्वंसप्रागभावयोरतिव्याप्तित्रारणाय त्रैकालिकेति ॥ अन्यो- 
न्याभावं लक्षयति--तादात्म्येति । प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकारोप्यसंसर्गभेदा- 


1 S T and W omit this sentence | 2 R and U omit भवति. 
and K R omit the next, 
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देकप्रतियोगिकयोरप्यत्यन्तामावान्योन्याभावयोवहुत्वम्‌ । केवळदेवदत्ता- 
भावो दण्डयभाव इति प्रतीत्या विशिष्टाभावः | एकसत्ते द्वौ न स्त इति 
प्रतीत्या द्वित्वावच्छिन्नोऽभावः | संयोगसंबन्धेन घटवति समवायसंबन्धेन 
घटाभावः | तत्तद्वटामावाद्वटत्वावच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिकसामान्यामावश्चातिरिक्तः ॥ 
एवमन्योन्याभावोऽपि | घटत्वावच्छिनः पटो नास्तीति ब्यधिकरण- | 
धर्मावच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताकाभावो' नाङ्गीक्रियते | पटे घटत्वं नास्तीति 
तस्यार्थः | अतिरिक्तत्वे स केवलान्वयी | 

सामयिकामावोऽत्यन्ताभाव एव समयविशेषे प्रतीयमानः | घटाभाव- 
बति घटानयनेऽत्यन्ताभावस्यान्यत्र गमनामावेऽप्यप्रतीतेधटापसरणे सति 
प्रतीतेः | भूतले घटसंयोगप्रागभावप्रध्वंसयोरत्यन्तामावप्रतीतिनियामकत्वं 
कल्प्यते | घटवति तत्संयोगप्राग भावप्रध्वंसयोरसत््ादत्यन्ताभावस्याप्रतीतिः । 
घटापसरणे च संयोगध्वंससत्ात्रतीतिरिति | केवलाधिकरणादेव नास्तीति 
व्यवहारोपपत्तावभावो न पदार्थान्तरमिति गुरवः | तन्न । अभावानङ्गी- 
कारे कैत्रल्यस्य निर्वक्तुमशक्यत्वात्‌ | अभावाभावो भाव एव नातिरिक्तः 
अनवस्थाप्रसङ्गात्‌ । ध्वंसप्रागभावः प्रागभावध्वंसश्च प्रतियोग्येव | 
अमात्राभावोतिरिक्त एव तृतीयाभावस्य प्रथमाभावरूपत्वान्नानवस्थेति 
नवीनाः ॥ i 

न्या. बो.--प्रागभावं निरूपयति--अनादिरिति । ध्वंसं निरूप- 


1 A’s reading is corrupt and P adds केत्रलदेत्रदत्तसद्भावेऽपि q- 
makes no sense. The reading ण्डाभावे दण्ड्यभावः, all other 
of J has been adopted as the copies read देवदत्ताभावात, and 
most intelligible ; although some of them omit the follow- 
even with it the passage is ing words up to प्रतीद्या- 


vague. N F Y Q and Z agree 
with J but omit अपि; W has 
भिन्नत्व for बहुत्वम्‌ 

2 The passage seems to have = 
been tampered with. The read- both expressions are common. 
ing of A J is retained in the N F and Q add इति प्राञ्चः after 
text, as being most probably uq, but the words seem to be 
the original. After दण्ड्यभाबः । - interpolated, 


e 


CLM N Y Z omit the word 
प्रतियोगिताक, which however 
makes no difference of sense as 


m 
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यति सादिरिति । अत्यन्ताभावं निरूपयति--त्रेकालिकेति' ॥ अन्यो- 
न्याभावं निरूपयति--तादात्म्येति ॥ 
[८१] 

सवेषां पदार्थानां यथायथशुक्ेष्यन्तर्भावास्सपे्र पदार्था इति 
सिद्धम्‌ ॥ 

त. दी.--नु॒ प्रमाण-ग्रमय-संशय- प्रयोजन-दष्टान्त-सिद्धान्ता- 
वयव-तर्क-निर्णय-चाद-जल्प-बितण्डा-हेत्वाभास-च्छल-जाति-निग्रह- 
स्थानानां तत्तज्ञानान्निश्रयसाधिगम इति न्यायशाख्रे षोडरापदाथीनामुक्त- 
त्वात्कथं aaa आह--सवेषापिति | सर्वेषां सप्तखेवान्तर्भाव 
इत्यर्थः । “ आत्मशरीरेन्द्रियाथमनोबुद्धिग्रवृत्तिदोषग्रेत्यमावफलदु:खापवर्गास्तु 
प्रमेयमिति ! द्वादशविधं प्रमेयम्‌ | प्रव्रत्तिथेमोधर्मी । रागद्वेषमोहा दोषाः | 
राग इच्छा | द्वेषो मन्युः | मोहः शरीरादात्रात्मश्रमः | प्रेत्यभावो 
मरणम्‌ । फलं भोगः | अपवर्गो मोक्षः | स॒ च खसमानाधिकरण- 
दुःखप्रागभावासमानकालीन दुःखध्वंसः | प्रयोजनं सुखं दुःखहानिश्चः | 
दृष्टान्तो महानसादि: | प्रामाणिकत्वेनाम्युपगतोऽयः सिद्धान्तः । निर्णयो 
निश्चयः। स च प्रमाणफलम्‌ | dumped: कथा वादः | उभय- 
साधनवती विजिगीषुकथा जल्पः | स्पक्षस्थापनहीना वितण्डा | कथा 
नाम नानावक्तुकः पूर्तोत्तरपक्षप्रतिपादकवाक्यसंदभः । अभिप्रायान्तरेण 
प्रयुक्तस्याथीन्तरं THT दूषणं छलम्‌ | असदुत्तरं जातिः | साधर्म्य 
वैधम्यात्कर्षापकर्षवण्यावण्यीविकल्पसाध्यप्राप््यप्रप्िप्रसङ्गप्रतिदृ्टान्तानुत्पत्तिसं - 
झयप्रकरणहेत्वर्थाप त््याविरोप्रोपप त््युपलव्ध्यनुपलब्धिनित्यानित्यकायीकार्यसमा 
जातयः | वादिनोऽपजयहेतुनिंग्रहस्थानम्‌ | प्रतिज्ञाहानिः प्रतिज्ञान्तरं 
प्रतिज्ञाविरोधः प्रतिज्ञासन्यासो हेत्वन्तरम्‌ अर्थान्तरं निरर्थकं अवि- 


1ST U and W omit this, ex- E एब after सर्वेषां; they also 
cept त्रैकालिकेति, and instead insert एव after उक्तेषु. 
of it give a long passage | 3 This is the reading of C G J 
which is not found in other LPY Z A has gd दुःखं 
copies. हानिश्च which makes no sense, 


2 7 K Q and W insert आपि, and N reads gif: after ga. 
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न्तरे निरर्थकं अविज्ञातार्थकं अपार्थकं अप्राप्तकालं न्यूनं अधिकं पुनरुक्तं 
अननुभाषणं अज्ञानं अप्रतिभाविद्वेपः मतानुज्ञा पर्यनुयोज्योपेक्षणं निरनुयो- 
ज्यानुयोगः अपसिद्धान्तः हेत्वाभासश्व निग्रहस्थानानि | रोषं सुगमम्‌ ॥ 

ननु करतलानळसंयोगे सत्यपि प्रतिबन्धके सति दाहानुत्पत्तेः शाक्तिः 
पदार्थान्तरमिति चेन्न । प्रतिवन्धकाभात्रस्य कार्यमात्रे कारणत्वेन दाक्ते- 
रनुपयोगात्‌ कारणस्यैव शक्तिपदार्थत्वात्‌ | ननु भस्मादिना कांस्यादौ ale 
दर्शनादाधेयदाक्तिरङ्गीकार्यति pea । भस्मादिसंयोगसमानकालीनास्पुस्य- 
स्पशप्रतियोगिकयावदभावसहितभस्मादिसंयोगध्वंसस्य शुद्विपदार्थत्वात्‌ | 

खत्वममपि न पदार्थान्तरम्‌ | यथेष्टविनियोगयोग्यत्वस्य खत्वरूप- 
त्वात्‌ | तदवच्छेदकं च प्रतिग्रहादिलब्धत्वमवति ॥ 

अथ विधिर्निरूप्यते | प्रयत्नजनकचिकीर्षाजनकन्ञानविषयो' विधिः | 
तत्प्रतिपादको लिडादिवी | कृत्यसाध्ये प्रबृत््यदर्शनात्‌ कृतिसाध्यता- 
ज्ञानं प्रवतकम? | न च विषभक्षणादौ प्रवत्तिप्रसङ्गः | इष्टसाधनता- 
लिङ्गकक्ृतिसाध्यताज्ञानस्य काम्यस्थले नित्यनेमित्तिकस्थले च विहित- 
काळजीवित्वानि मित्तकज्ञानजन्यस्येव' प्रवतेकत्वात्‌ | न चाननुगमः ख- 
विशेषणवत्ताप्रतिसंधानजन्यत्वस्यानुगतत्वादिति गुरवः | तन्न | लाघवेन 
कृतिसाध्येष्टसाधनताज्ञानस्यैच चिकीषांद्वारा प्रयत्नजनकत्वात्‌ | न च 
नित्ये इष्टसाधनत्वाभात्रादप्रवृत्तिप्रसङ्गस्तत्रापि प्रत्यवायपरिहारस्य पाप- 
क्षयस्य च फळत्वकल्पनात्‌ | तस्मात्कृतिसाध्येष्टसाधनत्वमेव लिडादर्थः | 
ननु “ ज्योतिष्टोमेन खर्गकामो यजेत” इत्यत्र fest खर्गसाधनकार्य 


1G reads शुद्धिदर्शनात्‌ शुद्धिः पः it is superfluous. A P wrongly 
दार्थोन्तरमिति चेन्न separate शान from "साध्यता 

2 A P read प्रत्यवाय for प्रयत्न, and join it to प्रवर्तकम्‌, which 
which is wrong: M has प्रति" makes no sense, 


वृत्ति, which is probably a 


CLMNQY Z putthis be- 
mistake for प्रवृत्ति. 


fore नित्यनैमित्तिक. A and Q 


cs 


3 N and Q add Rard प्रवांत्त- have श्ञानजन्यत्वस्यः I is 
दशनात्‌ ४९० प्रवृत्त्यदरांनात्‌, but doubtful. 


TS..9 
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प्रतीयते । यागस्याशुविनाशिन: कालान्तरभाविखर्गसाधनत्वायोगात्त- 
द्योग्यं स्थायिकार्यपू्वमेव Baai: ॥ कार्य कृतिसाध्यम्‌ । कृतेः 
सविषयत्वात्‌ | विषयाकाङ्कायां यागो विषयत्वेनान्वेति | कस्य कार्य- 
मितिः नियोज्याकाङ्कायां खर्गकामपदं नियोज्यपरतयान्वेति । कार्य 
बोद्धा नियोज्यः | तेन ' ज्योतिष्टोमनामकयागविषयकं खर्गकामस्य 
कार्य'मिति वाक्यार्थः संपद्यते | वैदिकलिङ्स्वात्‌ “ यावज्ञीवमभ्िहोत्रे 
जुह्यात्‌” इति नित्यवाक्येऽप्यपूरमे वाच्यं कल्प्यत | “ आरोग्य- 
कामो भेषजपानं कुर्यात्‌ ” इत्यादौ लौकिकलिङः क्रियाकार्य लक्षणेति 
चेन्न | यागस्याप्ययोग्यतानिश्चयाभावेन साधनतया प्रतीत्यनन्तरं तन्निवा- 


हार्थमवान्तरव्यापारतया अपूर्वकल्पनात्‌ |  कीतैनादिनानाझश्रुतेने* 
यागध्बंसो व्यापारः । लोकव्युत्मत्तिबळाक्क्रियायामेत्र कृतिसाध्येष्टसाध- 


नत्वं fest बोध्यत इति लिड्त्वेन रूपेण विष्यर्थव्वम्‌ | आख्यातत्वेन 
प्रयत्नार्थकत्वम्‌ | पचति पाकं करोतीति विवरणदर्शनात्‌ किं करोतीति 
प्रश्न पचतीत्युत्तरात्चाख्यातस्य प्रयत्नार्थकत्वनिश्चयात्‌ | रथो गच्छती- 
त्यादावनुकूळब्यापारे लक्षणा “ देवदत्तः पचति तण्डुलान्देवदत्तेन पच्यते 
तण्डुलः ” इत्यत्र कतृकर्मणोनाख्यातार्थत्वं किंतु तद्गतैकत्वादीनामेव | 
तयोराक्षेपादेब लाभः | प्रजयतीत्यादो धातोरेव प्रकर्षे शक्तिः। उप- 
सगोणां योतकत्वमेव न तत्र zm ॥ 

पदार्थज्ञानस्य परमं प्रयोजनं मोक्षः | तथा हि “आत्मा वा अरे द्रष्टव्यः 
्रोतब्यो मन्तव्यो निदिध्यासितब्यः ” इति श्ररृत्या श्रवणादीनामात्म- 
साक्षात्कारहेतुत्वबोधनात्‌ | श्रुत्या देहादिविलक्षणात्मज्ञाने सत्यप्यसं- 





भावनाऽनि वृत्तेयुक्त्यनुसन्धान रूपमननसाध्यत्वात्‌ मननोपयोगिपदार्थ- 
134 7 Z omit आदि. त्वात्‌, Z वेदिकलिङ्गत्वात्‌, all of 


2 A reads wrongly आन्वितस्य which appear to be wrong. 


कार्यमिति for azid कस्य कार्यः | 4 This isthe reading ot Q; J 
मिति. N Y and Z read नांऽनाश, 
3 This is the reading of J N. while A reads कीतैनादिना न 
A P have वेदिकालिडित्वात, L थुतेस्तेन, both of which make no 


वैदिकाठिडित्वाद, M वेदिकालिज्ञ- sense; L M P are also corrupt. 
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निरूपणद्वारा maa मोक्षोपयोगः | तदनन्तरं श्रृत्युपदिष्टयोगवि- 
धिना निदिध्यासने कृते तदनन्तरं देहादिविळक्षणात्मसाक्षात्कारे सति 
देहादावहमभिमानरूपमिश्याज्ञाननाशे सति दोषाभावात्म्रबृत््यभावे H- 
मीधर्मयोरमावाजन्माभावे पूवधर्माधमयोरचुभवेन नाशे चरमदुःखध्वंस- 
zaù मोक्षो जायते | ज्ञानमेत्र मोक्षसाधनं मिथ्याज्ञाननिवृत्तेज्ञानमात्र- 
साध्यत्वात्‌ ^ तमेव विदिस्वातिशृत्युमेति नान्यः पन्था विद्यतेऽयनाय ” 
इति साधनान्तरनिषेधाच | ननु “ तः्राष्षिेतुर्विज्ञानं कमे चोक्तं महा- 
सुने ” इति कर्मणोऽपि मोक्षसाधनत्वस्मरणाञ्ज्ञानकर्मणोः समुच्चय इति 
चेन्न। “ नित्यनै मित्तिकैरेव gaol दुरितक्षयम्‌। ज्ञानं च विमलीकुर्वेन- 
भ्यासेन च पाचयेत्‌ | अभ्यासात्पक्काविज्ञानं केबल्यं लभते नरः ” ga- 
दिना कर्मणो ज्ञानसाधनत्वप्रतिपादनात्‌ | ज्ञानद्वारै कम मोक्षसाधनं न 
साक्षात्‌' | तस्मात्पदार्थज्ञानस्य मोक्षः परमं प्रयोजनमिति स॒वे रमणीयम्‌ I 

इति श्रीमदद्वैतविद्याचाये- श्रीमद्राघवसोमयाजिकुळावतंस-श्रीमत्तिरु- 
सलाचार्यवर्यस्य॒ सूनुनाऽन्नंभट्ठ कृता खक्गततर्कसंग्रहस्य दीपिका 
संपूणा ˆ ॥ 


न्या. बो.--सर्वेपाभिति । प्रमाणप्रमेयसंशयप्रयोजनदष्टान्त- 
सिद्वान्ताबयवतर्कनिणयवादजल्पवितण्डाहेव्वाभासच्छलजातिनिप्रहस्थानानां 
तत्वज्ञानान्निःश्रेयसाधिगम इति न्यायस्यादिमे सूत्र उक्तानां प्रमाण- 
ग्रमेयादीनामित्यर्थः | विस्तरस्त्वन्यत्रा्ुसंवेयः' ॥ 





1 After साक्षात्‌ ७ ५ add तदुक्त- U. B omits प्रमाणप्रमेया-थः, 
माचार्यैस्तस्मादुपकारकं कर्मे ति. and joins उक्तानां to next 
2 This colophon is found in J 
alone, and is inserted here be- 
cause it is important, It also 
occurs in two other works of Mss, give various colophons, 
our author. while S and W add a verse 
3 This is the reading of R and which are omitted here. 


sentence. S and W read the 
passage differently. Different 


९८ तर्कसंग्रहः [ sect. 81 
काणादन्यायमतयोबालव्युत्पत्तिसिद्धये l 
adaga विदुषा रचितस्तकेसंग्रहः ॥ 


इति श्रीमहामदोपाध्यायान्नंभट्टविरचिततः सखकुतदीपिकया श्रीगोव- 
धैनकृतन्यायबोधिन्या च समेतस्तर्कसंग्रहः समाप्तः ॥ 


es it 


NOTES 
—: 0 :— 
Secr. I. 
मङ्गळम्‌, 

* Having enshrined the Lord of the universe in my heart, 

and having made a salutation to the pre- 

Opening prayer. ceptor, I compose this Compendium of all 
knowable things for the easy comprehension 
of beginners.” 

1. Following the usual orthodox practice, the author begins 
his work with a prayer to the deity and a salutation to the 
preceptor. This मङ्गल, say the commentators, is necessary for 
the completion of a work, and for two reasons; first because - 
it is enjoined by the Sruti, and secondly because its necessity 
is proved by inference. Of course there is no express Vedic 
text enjoining the aye, but the existence of such a text can 
be assumed on the authority of good usage (शिष्टाचार), by the 
well-known rule laid down by  Jaimini असति ह्नुमानम' ‘a 
Sruti text is to be inferred when an express one is not to be 
found.’ The argument for inferring a Sruti text on the 
authority of शिष्टाचार is thus stated by T. D. — A मङ्गल in an 
act enjoined by the Vedas, because it has always been the 
object (विषय) of uncommon (अलौकिक) and  unprohibited 
(अविगीत॑ ) practice of wise men, like दर्श and other rites. It 
is obvious that this inference is only available for the assump- 
tion of a text, when the शिष्टाचार happens to be अलौकिक (un- 
common or sacred) and अविगीत (unprohibited). An अलौकिक- 
शिष्टाचार is that which is not रागादिप्राप्त, i.e. caused by our own 
inclinations, such as the ordinary human acts of eating and 
drinking, but which is practised as a duty rather than as a 
pleasure; while it is अविगीत when it is not expressly prohibited 
by Sruti like the performance of a Sraddha ceremony at night 





l Jaim, S. I, 33 
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2 The Vedic origin of a मजल having been thus established, 
the additional inference which proves its necessity for the comple- 
tion of a book is rather of secondary importance. It is to be 
admitted however as a श्र॒त्युपोदलक तर्क, an argument supporting 
the Sruti. This inference is based on our experience that a 
book is finished when it is commenced with a मङ्गल, and not 
otherwise. The experience, however, says an objector, is not 
invariable. We have instances of works which are left un- 
finished in spite of ample ag% in the beginning, and also of 
books that were completed without the superfluous aid of a 
"xv. The reply given to this objection is hardly convincing. 
It is founded on the maxim सितस्य aft: समर्थनीया, and can only 
be justified on the supposition that the necessity of «we has 
been already incontrovertibly proved by the अनुमितश्रुति, and 
that the secondary inference is to be accepted only so far as it 
supports that Sruti. The author says that in those cases where 
the books were left unfinished in spite of the मङ्गल, the obstacles 
must be supposed to have been too numerous to be overcome 
by the amount of «ase actually made, while, in the contrary 
instances of works completed without the मङ्गल, we might presume 
that the author had offered the required prayer, either in his 
previous birth or silently in his mind, although he did not 
insert it in his book. 


3. Thesecond line ofthe stanza indicates, as is usually 

: * done, what are called the four Anubandhas, 
Lhe four Anubandhas. or necessary elements of a literary work. 
These are:— 1 विषय (subject matter) 

2 प्रयोजन (purpose) 3 संगति (connection ) 

and 4 अधिक्रारी (person for whom the book is written). The 
अधिकारी in this case is a वाल, i. e. not an infant («rf ),.but 
one who is ग्रहणधारणपटु, able to understand and retain the lessons 
given by his tutor. Two things are necessary for the acquisi- 
tion of knowledge, a supple understanding (zv), and 
retentive memory ( थारणाझक्ति); and only he who possesses 
these two qualities is fit to learn this Sastra. S. C. would 
have the वाळ to be one who is अधीतव्याकरणकाव्यकोशो5नधीतन्याय- 
aa: i. e. one who has mastered grammar, poetry and vo- 


+ 
ess 
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cabulary, but does not know Logic. सुखबोश्राय explains the purpose 
(प्रयोजन) why a new work like this is undertaken, when there 
were already many ably written treatises on the subject. The 
name तर्कसंग्रह at once explains the subject matter ( विपय ), namely 
तर्क, as well as its connection with the method of treatment adopt- 
ed in the book ( संगति). तर्क is defined as «ied प्रतिपाचन्त इति 
तर्काः द्रव्यादिसप्तपदार्था:. The word aa is employed in Nyaya writ- 
ings in several different senses, but the one intended here is 
quite unusual. It is rarely met with anywhere except in the titles 
of a few manuals similar to the present work, such as तर्ककोमुदी, 
तर्कभापा, That and qataq. संग्रह primarily means a collection but 
here it signifies a compendium or brief exposition. T. D. and 
T. C. define it simply dum स्वरूपकथनम्‌. V. V. and S. C. give 
a more elaborate definition, making à संग्रह comprise three parts, 
namely, उद्देश (simple enumeration ), लक्षण (definition ) and परीक्षा 
( examination or exposition ). The present book contains all these 
three. पदा थोंदेशा from Sec. 2 to Sec. 9 and their लक्षण and परीक्षा 
together from Sec. 10 to the end. 


4. Either the passage मङ्गले कृतेऽपि etc. is corrupt or the 
author has committed a strange solecism. I 

A disputed reading. have retained the reading of A, because, 
while it is found in most of the copies, it 

is not much worse than the others given by F, Q or N. If 
Kiranavali and Kadambari are the well-known works of that 
name, they are quite inappropriate as opposite instances of the 
efficacy of मङ्गल. Kiranavali, if it be the commentary on 
Praíastapada's scholium on the aphorisms of Kanada, by the 
famous logician Udayanacarya, is supposed to be an unfinished 
work, said to extend only as far as the section on बुद्धि ; but the 
eight Mss. collected by Pandit Vindhyeshwari Prasad Dube for his 
edition in Benares Sanskrit Series contain only the chapters on 
द्रव्य and gm. It, however, begins with a मङ्गल to the Sun and 
Creator, and may therefore be a fit instance of non-completion in 
spite of ags. But Kadambari too, if it is the same as the well- 
known work of Banabhatta, remained unfinished, although it opens 
with no less than 20 verses of मङ्गल. Kadambari, therefore, cannot 
serve as a counter-instance of a work completed without a मङ्गल 
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unless of course we resort to the two-fold supposition, that its com- 
pletion by the author's son is to be considered as समाप्ति proper, 
and that the opening मङ्गल does not form part of the book. The 
latter supposition is apparently supported by T. D's subsequent 
words mamai ग्रन्धाइहिरेव मङ्गलं zi which are interpreted by 
some to mean that the मल verses are outside the book. But the 
interpretation is not approved by Nilakantha who takes the word 
afè: to mean जन्मान्तरादो. Either, therefore, the author committed 
a mistake or he meant some other Kadambari which is not known 
at present. The difficulty is no doubt removed in M. which reads 
बौद्धयन्थादी for कादम्बयादौ, but the reading is not supported by any 
other copy and is probably an emendation of some one who per- 
ceived the mistake. The commentator T. C. also omits Kadambari 
and mentions in its stead a प्रमत्तानुष्ठितत्रन्य, The other readings 
given in F, Q and N, and apparently supported by Nilakantha 
and S. C., are equally faulty, since although the solecism as regards 
Kadambari is removed, a similar one is committed about Kirana- 
vali which is neither completed nor is devoid of zv. T. C. and 
S. C. avoid the difficulty about Kiranavali by substituting नास्तिक- 
ग्रन्थादौ for it. Of course there is the possibility that Kiranavali 
may have been finished by its author and a portion of it is now 
lost; but the supposition is improbable, and does not lessen a whit 
the difficulty as regards the actual presence of मङ्गल. Some have 
supposed that the Kiranavali mentioned here is a नास्तिकञ्रन्थ, and 
not the commentary of Udayana, but no such work is known. In 
short whatever reading we accept, the difficulty created by the 
mention of Kiranavali and Kadambari as opposite instances is in- 
superable, since both of them, being incomplete in spite of a long 
or short मज्जल, are works exactly of the same nature. 
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“There are seven Categories :—.Substance, Quality, 

Action, Generality, Particularity, Co- 

The seven categories. — inherence or Intimate relation and Nega- 
tion. °? 

1. The Dipika following the etymological sense of the 
word (पदस्य अर्थः) defines a पदाथ as ‘a thing having a name’ 
( अभिधेयत्वं पदार्थसामान्यलक्षणम्‌ ). अर्थ is a thing to which the 
senses travel ( ऋच्छन्तीन्द्रियाणि यं सः), i. e. any external object 
which is comprehended by the senses पदार्थ, therefore, means 
any object that is nameable. Other definitions of पदार्थ convey 
the same sense. S. C. defines पदार्थत्वम्‌ as ज्ञेयत्वम्‌, while T. C. 
and S. P. as प्रमितिविपयत्वम्‌ , i.e. any thing which is an object 
of knowledge. A thing, however, which is knowable must also 
havea name; and so knowability ( ज्ञेयत्व ) and namability 
(afaa ) regarded as definitions of पदार्थ are interchangeable. 
The word is invariably used by the Vai$esikas in this com- 
posite sense. 


2. The rendering of the word पदार्थ by ‘category’, though 
not quite accurate, is convenient and use- 
Aristotle's categories, ful for all practical purposes. Ballantyne 
used the word ‘category’ while Colebrooke 
translated पदार्थ by ‘predicament’; but both renderings are 
inaccurate, inasmuch as they imply something which can be 
predicated of another, while पदार्थ implies not only a thing 
which is predicable of another, but also a thing which is 
capable of having something predicated of it. Categories, espe- 
cially in the Aristotelian sense, are a classification of predi- 
cates only, and not an enumeration of all namable things 
(including both subjects and predicates) as the Padarthas 
of the Vaisesikas are. In this respect, the classification of the . 
Vaisesikas is superior to that of Aristotle. The latter enumerated 
ten categories, 1 Substance, 2 Quantity, 3 Quality, 4 Relation, 
5 Place, 6 Time, 7 Posture, 8 Appurtenance or Property, 9 
Activity and 10 Passivity. Of these thc last nine only can be 
properly said to be predicable of something else, i. ¢. substance, but 
TS...10 
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substance itself, being assumed to be an Ens ( Being) indepen- 
dent of all attributes, cannot be predicated of anything. It 
cannot be predicated even of itself, because in that case it 
will be an attribute and not substance. Thus in including 
substance among the categories Aristotle confounded the notion 
of a predicable with that of a namable thing; but Kanada 
is not open to the charge inasmuch as his Dravya is a namable 
thing, and therefore a  Padàrtha. Notwithstanding this 
distinction, however, the word category has been employed 
in 50 many senses by subsequent European philosophers that 
one is almost justified in using it as an equivalent of पदार्थ 
also. In the history of philosophy, the categories have been 
successively a classification of universal things, or of words, 
or of forms of thought; and consequently they have now 
come to mean simply the highest classes to which all the 
objects of knowledge can be reduced andin which they can 
be arranged in subordination and system. In this general 
sense, Kanada's Padarthas are as much categories as those 
of Aristotle or of Kant or of Mill; only that their number 
and arrangement would vary according to the fundamental 
principle on which the classification is based, and the purpose 
for which it is intended. The classification of Aristotle is mainly 
logical, that of Kanada metaphysical. One is concerned with 
notions and propositions, the other with external objects which 
give rise to those notions. The seven Padarthas of the Vaisesikas 
can therefore be easily apportioned among the categories of 
Aristotle. Dravya and Guna correspond to Substance and 
Quality, respectively. Aristotle’s Quantity is classed among the 
Gunas by Kanada. Relation is of two kinds: Samyoga and 
Samavaya, the first of which is a Guna and the second a dis- 
tinct Padartha. The remaining categories really fall under 
relation in its widest sense, but some of them are separately 
` recognized by the Vaisesikas. Thus Time and Place are Vravyas. 
Activity is Karma while Passivity is simply negation of it. 
Property may be Samanya, Visesa or any common attribute 
called by later Naiyayikas an Upadhi. Lastly Posture is 
संस्थानविशेष and is at best a Guna. Aristotle does not men- 
tion Abhava or negation as he deals only with Æns or Being. 
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3. The various classifications of Padarthas, given by Indian 
systematists, can be likewise reduced to the seven Padarthas and 
vice versa, if one clearly understands beforehand the particular 
standpoint of each. Nyaya writings do not explain the process by 
which the seven-fold division of Padarthas was first obtained but, 
if we may makea guess, the process must have been something 

like this. A notion is either positive or nega- 
Classifications of tive, and so the external object of a notion 
Padérthas. might be भाव or अभाव. भाव things again 
are of two kinds, properties and a common substratum in which 
they reside. The latter 15 द्रव्य. Of the properties, again, some 
reside in many objects conjointly, others in individual things 
singly. The first is सामान्य, while the latter class is again divisble 
into properties that are stationary and those that are evanescent 
i. e. गुण and कर्म. The remaining two Padarthas, समवाय and बिशेष, 
are assumed to explain the special theories of Vaisesikas. Other 
Indian philosophical schools also have their own classification of 
things, suited to their particular doctrine or theory. Every system 
of science or philosophy in ancient times thought it necessary to 
begin by arranging the Universe into a few elementary classes. 
Thus Gotama enumerates sixteen Padarthas, necessary for the 
function of logic; the Vedantins have two, Cit and Acit; the 
Ramanujas, one more, I$vara; the Samkhyas twenty-flve; the 
Mimamsakas eight; and so on. All schools do not use the word 
पदार्थ exactly in the same sense. It is used even more loosely than 
the word category in Europe, and often-times implies nothing more 
than topics to be treated in a book. 


4. The Tarka-Dipika says that the word wm is used to ex- 
clude a larger number. T. D. and other 

Why seven. commentaries here give a curious disquisition 
as to whether an eighth Padartha can be logi- 

cally proved. An eighth Padartha is either known or unknown. If 
it is known, it exists and the restriction to seven is wrong; if 
however it is unknown it cannot be negatived, because there can be 
no negation of an unknown quantity. ‘This dilemma is cleared by 
defining पदार्थत्व to be द्रव्यादिसप्तान्यतमत्वव्य़ाप्य, i. e. the genus पदार्थ 
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is covered by any one of the seven species, Dravya etc. The pas- 
sage, however, beginning with aq is of doubtful authenticity, as it 
is questioned by Nilakantha, who remarks, “एवं च agg पुस्तकेपु 
सप्तान्यतमत्वाप्रसिद्धिराक्षातत्समाधानपरस्य “ननु सप्तान्यतमत्वमि? ल्यादिग्नन्थ- 
स्यासत्त्वेडपि न क्षतिदिति ध्येयम्‌ . ” 
5. 1015 probable that the word ‘seven’ is used merely to 
emphasize the seven-fold enumeration of the 
A guess, modern Vaisesikas as distinguished from the 
six Padàrthas of Kanada and the sixteen of 
Gotama, The original aphorisms of Kanada mention only six 
categories, and the seventh, अभाव, is added by commentators on 
the ground that the six up to समवाय being all भाव things, 7. e. 
entities, necessarily imply their contradictory the non-entity. Con- 
sequently many first divide things into भाव and अभाव, the former 
being then subdivided into six. The sixteen categories of Gotama, 
and several others assumed by other Naiyayikas,, are reconciled 
with the sevenfold enumeration by T.D. in its concluding passage!. 


5४800, III. दब्याणि. 


* Of these seven categories ( तत्र = सकप्षपदार्थमध्ये S. C. ) the class 

Dravya comprises nine, and nine only:— 

Substances. Earth, Water, Light, Air, Ether, Time, 
Space, Soul and Mind. 


1. Out of the seven categories enumerated in the preceding 
section, the author now mentions the nine subdivisions of the first, 
Substance. T. D., T. K., T. C. and S. C. give two definitions of 
द्रव्य, viz. द्रव्यत्वजातिमत्त्वम्‌ and झुणवत्त्वम्‌ to which may be added 
क्रियावत्त्वम्‌ and समवायिकारणत्वम्‌ ; but all these, except perhaps the 
last, are defective. The flrst appears like a purely verbal definition, 
or a truism which teaches us nothing new about the thing defined. 
S. C. however tries to justify it by arguing that द्रव्यत्वजाति is inde- 
pendently proved, either by direct preception or by inference. The 
inference is put thus: zerzRrai समवायिकारणता सा किंचिद्धर्मावच्छिन्ना, 





1, P. 64 supra. 


SEES VES eS 


SECT. III. ] Notes 77 


कारणतात्वाद्वण्डवृत्तिकारणतावतू, 7. €. the intimate causality residing 
in a Dravya is distinguished by some attribute ( which is the 
genus Dravya or substantiality ) because every causality such 
at that of a stick has a distinguishing attribute. The argu- 
ment of course makes two assumptions which are not yet proved, 
viz. that only a Dravya can be an intimate cause, and that 
such a cause must have some attribute to distinguish it. The 
second definition is superior though still defective. If we say 
that a substance is anything in which qualities reside, we ex- 
clude an important class of substances, namely all created 
things just at the moment of their production, when according 
to the theory of the Naiyayikas they are without any attribute. 
ara क्षणे निर्युण द्रव्यं तिष्टति is an axiom of Nyaya, for if the 
qualities are supposed to rise simultaneously with the sub- 
stances and not a moment later, all distinction between quali- 
ties and substances will virtually disappear. The definition 
गुणवत्‌ will not therefore apply to Dravyas at the first moment 
of their creation and is therefore asara. The defect is reme- 
died by amplifying it thus: शुणसमानाधिकरण-सत्ताभिन्न-जातिमत््वै 
द्रव्यत्वम्‌. Although products in the first moment are with- 
out attributes, they possess even then a जाति (i.e. द्रव्यत्व 
in this case) which co-exists with qualities in the same sub- 
stratum. But such a definition again would be too wide be- 
cause सत्ता (existence) is also a जाति that is co-existent with 
qualities; hence the word  wwrfra is inserted in the defini- 
tion to qualify जाति. This amplification, however, makes the 
latter definition almost as verbal as the first द्रव्यत्वजातिमत्त्वम्‌ , 
only the word zer is avoided. Though thus theoretically 
faulty, the definition is good for all practical purposes. The 
definition समवायिकारणत्वम्‌ is technically correct, for only a 
Dravya can be the समवायिकारण of a product, but it is पारि- 
भापिक as being based on a peculiar doctrine of Vaisesikas and 
is not therefore easily intelligible to ordinary people. 


The difficulty of defining a substance accurately arises 
from its very mature. A definition which is not to be 
merely verbal must be an exhaustive enumeration of all essen- 
tial attributes; but a substance ex hypothese is something 
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that, while underlying all attributes, is quite distinct from 
_ them. Now if the qualities which are enumerated as the defini- 
tion of substance are essentially and invariably connected 
with it, they are part and parcel of substance itself, and not 
attributes distinct from it; while if they are not so connected 
they do not constitute a definition. This dilemma has per- 
plexed philosophers of all ages and countries, and consequently 
many of them, like Berkeley in England and the Bauddhas 
in India, have denied any independent entity suchas a sub- 
stance, altogether. This is not a satisfactory solution, however, 
as the necessity of having some substratum for the qualities 
still remains. To obviate this, others like the Vedantins acknow- 
ledge the reality of substance but call its manifestation अनिवं- 
चनीय, indefinable, or माया. 


2. The propriety of नवैव is the same as that of «m in the 

last section, the words being used to limit 

Why nine. the number of substances to nine only. 
T. D. here controverts the position of the 

Bhatta school of Mimarisakas that darkness is a dravya. Dark- 
ness, says the objector, is a substance because it is blue 
and moves, and therefore the definition of Dravya, युणक्रियावत्‌ , 
strictly applies to it. But darkness can- 

What ts darkness. not be classed under any of the nine 
dravyas above enumerated. As darkness 

has colour it cannot fall under any of the last five, ether, time, 
space, soul and mind, which are colourless. It is not air beca- 
‘use it has neither touch nor constant motion which are the 
attributes of air. It is not light, as it has neither bright colour, 
not hot touch. It is not water because it has neither cool touch 
nor white colour, the colour of water. Lastly it is not earth, 
because it has neither scent nor touch. Darkness, therefore, not 
falling under any of the nine dravyas, must be regarded as a 
tenth one, and so the restriction to nine is wrong. Having 
thus stated the objector’s argument in full, T. D. answers it 
by declaring that darkness is, according to the Naiyayikas, 
merely the negation of light. A tenth dravya can be either 
with or without colour; but darkness cannot be the latter as it 
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is blue. Nor can it be a substance having colour, because 
every such substance requires light for being perceived with the 
eyes, while darkness is perceived only when there is no light. 
Darkness is, therefore, defined as प्रौढप्रकाशकतेज:सामान्या भावः, 7. e. 
absence of large and illuminating light in general. The S. C. ex- 
plains the propriety of each word in the definition thus : The word 

मान्य implies that darkness is total absence of any light whatever, 
and not the absence of a particular light such as that of the sun or 
the moon or a lamp. The word प्रकाशक is necessary because other- 
wise there will be no darkness wherever there is gold which is 
classed by Naiyayikas under Tejas. Finally sre excludes the possi- 
bilitv of darkness being negatived even by minute particles of 
light. How is then the perception of blue colour and motion in 
darkness to be accounted for? T. D. declares it to be a misappre- 
hension. Besides the above two views with respect to the nature 
of darkness, Madhavacarya the author of Sarvadar&ana-Samgraha! 
mentions two more, namely those of Sridhara, the reputed author 
of Nyaya-Kandali and of a section of the Prabhakara school of 
Mimamsakas. The first mentions that darknes is nothing more 
than the blue colour imposed on something else, thus making dark- 
ness a quality only; while the latter calls it absence of knowledge 
of light, and not that of light itself. A fifth doctrnie would say 
that instead of regarding darkness as the absence of light we 
should deem it dravya and regard light itself as the absence of 
darkness. But these views are not warranted by experience and 
the one propounded above as to darkness being the absence of light 
is the most satisfactory. The controversy, however, well illustrates 
the aptitude of Indian mind for hair-splitting. 


3. Incidentally T.D. gives under this section the three charac- 
teristic marks ofa perfect definition. T. D. 

Definition. defines a लक्षण as दूपणत्रयरहितो धर्मः i. e. an 
attribute free from the three faults. A more 

scientific definition of लक्षण, however, is that given by Vatsyayana 
उद्दिष्टस्यातत्त्वीववेचकधर्मो लक्षणम्‌, a definition is an attribute which 


l. Sarv. D. S. Cale., ed., p. 108. 
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differentiates the definitum from all things different from it- 
self! In ther words लक्षण is what English logicians call a 
‘differentia’. Another definition of लक्षण is व्यावर्तकम्‌ which 
with the qualifications mentioned by T. D. means the same 
thing as the preceding. A fourth definition and one of a some- 
what different kind is असाधारणवर्मः, and असाधारणत्वम्‌ is defined 
as लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकसमनियतत्वम्‌ a characteristic mark which exactly 
covers all (i. e. not more nor less) things denoted by the 
definitum. From this it will be seen that the idea of a defini- 
tion entertained by Indian logicians was somewhat narrow. 
It was not an exclusive enumeration of all the essential 
characteristics of a thing, but only a differentia, or *‘ laying 
down the boundary " (as the word definition etymologically 
means) which separated the thing defined from everything 
else. The function of a definition was more negative than 
positive; that is, a definition was more often intended 
merely to exclude all things other than the definitum than 
to give us any accurate notion of the definitum itself. Accor- 
dingly any characteristic that was peculiar to the definitum 
was made to serve the purpose. The consequence was that the 
definitions of the Naiyayikas often became merely verbal or 
nominal, which satisfied the ear as it were but conveyed no 
idea of the thing defined. द्रव्यत्वजातिमत्त्वम्‌ and प्रथग्व्यवह्ारकारणम्‌ “ 
which are given by Annambhatta as definitions of द्रव्य and 
पृथक्त्व respectively, may be mentioned as instances of this 
kind of inconsequential definitions. Another device employed 
to escape difficulties was first to give a wide description of the 
definitum and then to narrow it down by the express exclu- 
sion of superfluous objects by using words like इतर or भिन्न, as 
for instance, the definition of इन्द्रिय, दाब्देतरोळ्धूत etc. For 
practical purposes, however, the definitions of Naiyayikas are 
generally useful and often ingenious; and a student bearing 
the above limitations in mind will escape the misconceptions 
‘and prejudices that are likely to arise, owing to the peculiar 
form of many definitions he will meet with: in the course of 


his study. 
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4. The three faults mentioned in the definition of लक्षण 
given by T. D. are अव्याप्ति, अतिव्याप्ति, and 
Its three defects. असंभव. अव्याप्ति 15 लक्ष्येकदेशावृत्तित्वम्‌ i. e. 
non-pervasion by the characteristic of a 
portion of ( the class denoted by ) the definitum. For instance, 
if we define a cow as a tawny animal, we exclude all black, 
red or white cows. अतिव्यप्ति is extension of the attribute to 
things not denoted by the definitum, as when we define a cow 
as a horned animal, and thereby include buffaloes that have 
horns but are not cows. असंभव is the total absence of the 
characteristic from the definitum itself, as when we define a 
cow to bean animal with uncloven hoofs. Of these असंभव is 
only a kind of जब्याप्ति in excelsis. In short, a proper defini- 
tion ought to be neither too narrow, nor too wide, nor totally 
false. If, for instance, we deflne a cow to be an animal having 
a dew-lap, we avoid all the three faults, since all cows have 
dew-laps and none but cows have them. It is not possible al- 
ways to have such a perfect definition. Annambhatta often 
employs simple enumeration instead of a regular definition; 
and when even this is not possible he contents himself with 
an approximate description. For examples of the first see 
Sects. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 9, while for the latter see Sects. 8, 
11, 12, 20, 25-32. Such enumerations or descriptions, besides, 
are better suited to the untrained understandings of the be- 
ginners for whom this treatise is mainly written. The author 
has wisely relegated all abstruse definitions and discussions to 
the commentary. 


——— 


Sxocr. IV. शुणाः. 
* There are twenty-four qualities, viz. colour, taste, odour, 
touch, number, dimension or magnitude, 
Qualities. severalty, conjunction or contact, disjunction, 
priority or propinquity, posteriority or re- 
moteness, weight, fluidity, sound, intellect or understanding, 
pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort or volition, merit, demerit 
and faculty.” 
TS..11 
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The T. D. defines a Guna as झुणत्बजातिमान्‌, possessing the 
genus Gunas, 07 द्रव्यकर्मभिन्नत्वे साति सामान्यवान्‌ 
Quality defined. * possessing generality and being at the 
same time different from substances and 
motions." The first is only a verbal definition, but the latter 
needs explanation. According to the theory of the Naiyayikas,! 
जाति or सामान्य resides in three Padarthas only, viz. Dravya, 
Guna and Karma. The definition «rare, would, therefore, 
cover all the three, and hence it is restricted to Guna by expressly 
excluding Dravya and Karma. The same is expressed in another 
way as द्रव्यावृत्ति-नित्यज्ञत्तिजातिमान्‌ 7. e. possessing a जाति which 
permanently inheres in a receptacle other than a Dravya. Here 
the word नित्य excludes कर्मत्वजाति which, like individual motions, 
is transitory; while the epithet z=qrafq excludes both द्रव्यत्व, 
and सत्ता. The definition of Guna given in B. P. is fuller 
अथ द्रव्याश्रिता ज्ञेया निर्गुणा निष्क्रिया गुणा: i. e. Gunas reside in 
dravyas and are themselves devoid of attributes and motions. 
This slightly varies from the original definition of Kanada, 
which is द्रव्याश्रय्ययुणवानू संयोगविभागेष्वकारणमनपेक्ष इति गुणलक्षणम्‌ . 
The expression संयोगविभागेष्वकारणम्‌ is added in the Sūtra to 
exclude Karma which is the cause of conjunction and dis- 
junction. 
2. Comparing the several definitions of Guna, we find 
that it is clearly distinguished from  Drav- 
Guna distinguished ya as an attribute dependent on some- 
from Dravya and thing else i. e. dravya, which is self-sup- 
Karma. ported, while it is distinguishable from 
Karma, as an attribute which is fixed or 
permanent, and not evanescent or transitory. Both Gupa and 
Karma, quality and motion, are accidents attaching to Substance, 
the Ens, which underlies and supports them; but Guna is 
permanent while Karma is evanescent. They are as it were 
two different phases of the same phenomena. Guna in the 
process of change is action, while karma when made fixed 
‘and permanent becomes a guna. For instance, the motion of 








1. See Infra Notes to Sect. VI and LVII. 
2. B. P. 85. 
3. V. S. I, 1. 16. 
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a carriage is action because it may cease at any moment, but 
the motions of the earth and the planets are gunas because they 
are permanent and belong as it were to their very nature; simi- 
larly heat which is Guna is produced by motion of molecules, while 
गुरुत्व or weight produces the action of falling. This distinction is 
succinctly put in one of the definitions of Guna given above, द्रव्या- 
वृत्ति-निद्यवृत्ति-जातिमान्‌ , and will be made still more clear by the 
following extract—'* We understand by a quality that which truly 
constitutes the nature of a thing—what it is—what belongs to it 
permanently, as an individual, or in common with others like it— 
not that which passes, which vanishes and answers to no lasting 
judgment. A body falls: it is a fact, an accident; it is heavy : 
that is a quality. Every fact, every accident, every phenomenon 
supposes a quality by which it is produced, or by which it is under- 
gone; and reciprocally every quality of things which wc know by 
experience manifests itself by certain modes or certain phenomena; 
for it is precisely in this way that things discover themselves 


to us. 7 


It is doubtful whether the Naiyayikas of India had obtained a 
correct notion of qualities, while as to actions they do not seem to 
have gone very deep into the matter. The list. of 24 gunas is 
by no means based on a common fundamentum divisionis, while 
subsequently there is no attempt to probe into the real nature 
of each. 


3. The Tarka-Samgraha like all modern works on Nyaya enu- 
merates twenty-four Gunas, but the original 

Number of qualities. aphorism of Kanada mentioned only seven- 
teen. The Sūtra 7115:--रूपरसगन्धस्पर्शा: 

agar: परिमाणानि पृथक्त्वं संयोगविभागौ परत्वापरत्वे बुद्धयः सुखदुःखे इच्छा- 
*ur प्रयत्नाश्च spu.? To this list commentators add seven more, 
गुरुत्व, ZIA, खेद, संस्कार, धर्म, अधम and दाब्द, under the shelter of च. 
Sankara Misra, the author of Upaskara, explains the omission by 





1. Dict. des Sciences Philosoph. quoted in Fleming's Vocabulary of 


Philosophy, p. 398. 
2. V.S. I, 1. 6, 
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saying that these seven are not expressly mentioned in the 
Sutra because they are too well-known. The addition is expressly 
made by Prasastapada.1 It cannot at present be ascertained 
who had the ingenuity of first discovering this hidden meaning 
ofa; but the fact at any rate shows that there wasa time 
when the system was sufficiently elastic to admit material improve- 
ments; The modern school of Naiyayikas reduce the number 
of gunas to 21, excluding परत्व, अपरत्व and पृथकत्व as being not 
gunas proper. परत्व and अपरत्व, they say, are accounted for by 
विप्रकृष्टव and éfaaeaq or ज्येष्ठत्व and aaga, while पृथक्त्व does 
not differ from अन्योन्याभाव. 


4. Others have tried to increase the number of gunas by 
further additions. T. D. instances 3 gunas which are not 
expressly mentioned in the list, viz. saa, ze and कठिनत्व, 
while S. C. adds a fourth, आलस्य, These, however, it is 
argued, need not be considered as separate gunas, as all of 
them are negations or contradictories of some one of the 24 
gunas. Thus लघु is nothing but the negation of gwa, while 
aga and कठिनत्व are simply different degrees of संयोग. आलस्य 
is the opposite of प्रयत्न. In this way any quality not mentioned 
in the list can be shown to fall under one of those already 
mentioned. On the other hand, if it be asked why both धर्म 


and अधर्म are mentioned since the latter can only be the. 


opposite of the former, it is answered that the — Naiyayika 
idea of अधर्म is that of something positive, and not simply 
the negation of a4. अधर्म is actual demerit and not the mere 
absence of merit. The same remark applies to three other pairs 
of contrary qualities, संयोग विभाग, परत्व अपरत्व, and सुख दुःख. 
Logically speaking these are the contraries and not the contra- 
dictories of each other. Some include both धर्म and अधर्म under 
one head, azg.’ 


1. P. B. Ben. ed. p. 10. 
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5. The explanations are no doubt ingenious but there 
appears to be a good deal of confusion of 
Heaviness and ideas. In saying that wae (lightness) is 
lightness. the opposite of गुरुत्व, Annambhatta seems 
to confound the two senses of the word युरुत्व 
viz., ‘heaviness’ and ‘ weight’. लघुत्व is opposed to z« in the 
first sense alone, while in the latter and the wider sense, 
namely weight, it is only a lesser degree of gaa, both lightness 
and heaviness marking different degrees of weight. Similarly 
aga and कठिनत्व or either of them are also entitled to be 
classed independent qualities like za, for all the three ‘are 
different degrees of संयोग of particles. आलस्य, being identical 
with ख्ितिस्थापकत्व or inertia, is a positive quality and not 
merely a negation of effort. The nine qualities from af on- 
wards are peculiar attributes or functions of Soul and ought to 
have been classed separately. The enumeration of gunas in 
fact is rather rough and unscientific. j 


6. The twenty-four gunas have been distributed in vari- 
ous ways according to the different prin- 


Classification of ciples of division adopted. The gunas 
qualities, are either निल or अनित्य, सामान्य or विशेष, 


एकेन्द्रियमाझ, द्वीन्द्रियमाह्म, or अतीन्द्रियः and 
soon. Some of these distributions are given below, as likely 
to be useful to students:— > 


I. First, the twenty-four gunas are distributed among the 
nine substances in the following manner:— 


स्पर्ञादयो$टो वेगाख्यसंस्कारो मरुतो गुणाः । 
अष्टौ स्प्ाद्यो रूपं Fal वेगश्च तेजसि ॥ 
ASÀ वेगश्च गुरुत्व॑ च द्वृवत्वकम्‌। 
रूप रसस्तथा स्नेहो वारिण्येते चतुर्दश ॥ 
स्नेहद्दीना गन्घयुताः क्षितावेते agga । 
बुद्दयादिषङ्गं संख्यादिपञ्चकं भावना तथा ॥ 
धर्माधमौ गुणा एते आत्मनः स्युश्वतुदैरा । 
संख्यादिपञ्चकं कालदिशो: शब्दश्व ते च खे ॥ 
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संख्यादयः पञ्च बुद्धिरिच्छा यत्नोऽपि चेश्वरे । 
परापरत्वसंख्याद्या: पञ्च चेगश्च मानसे' ॥ 

“The qualities of air are touch, number, quantity (dimension), 
individuality ( severalty ), conjunction, disjunction, priority, pos- 
teriority, velocity, and faculty. The same first eight qualities 
together with colour, fluidity and velocity, are assigned to 
light. 

* Water is the site of 14 qualities, viz., of the eight before 
mentioned (i. €. स्पर्शादि), and further, of velocity, gravity, 
fluidity, colour, taste and viscidity. 

** Earth has the same qualities, with the exception of viscidity, 
and the addition of smell. 

“ The 14 qualities of the soul are intellect, pleasure, pain, 
desire, aversion, volition (effort), number, quantity (dimen- 
sion), severalty, conjunction and disjunction, faculty, merit 
and demerit. 

“The qualities of time and place are number, quantity (dimen- 
sion ), severalty, conjunction, and disjunction. The same quali- 
ties together with sound belong to ether. 

- “Those five qualities (संख्या, परिमाण, पृथकत्व, संयोग, and 
विभाग ) together with intellect, desire, and volition (effort), 
abide in God; the same five qualities with posteriority and 
velocity, in the mind. ??? 

II. Gunas are also divided into सामान्य and विशेष. A विशेष 
गुण is defined द्रव्यविभाजकोपाधिद्रयसमानाधिकरणावत्त-युणवृत्ति-जातिमान्‌ ? 
which in simple English means a quality that resides in one 
substancc only at one time, and not in two or more substances 
conjointly. सामान्य gunas are those which reside in two or 
more substances jointly. The विशेप and सामान्य gunas are enu- 
merated as follows:— — ^ 

बुङ्यादिषङ्गं स्पशौन्ताः Sra: सांसिद्धिको Za: | 
अदृष्टभावनाशब्दा अमी वेशेषिका गुणा: ॥ 








1. B. P. 23-33. 
2. Rocr's translation of B. P. Bibl. Ind. p. 13. 


3, T. D. p. 60 Supra. 
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संख्यादिरपरत्वान्तो द्रवः सांलिद्धिकस्तथा | 

गुरुत्ववेगो सामान्यगुणा पते प्रकीर्तिता: d 
* Special qualities are: intellect, pleasure, pain, desire, 
aversion, effort, touch, viscidity, natural fluidity, fate, memory 
and sound. General qualities are: number, quantity (dimen- 
sion ), severalty, conjunction and disjunction, priority and poste- 

riority, derived fluidity, gravity and velocity. 2 


II. Gunas are also divided into those which are appre- 
hended by one external sense only ( एकेन्द्रियग्राद्म ), viz., colour, 
taste, odour, and touch; those which are apprehended by two 
senses, eye and touch ( द्वीन्द्रियग्नाद्य ) viz, number, dimension, 
severalty, conjunction, disjunction, priority, posteriority, fluidity 
and viscidity ; and those again which are not perceived by 
an external sense (अतीन्द्रिय), viz., gravity, merit, demerit and 
faculty. 


For other classifications see M. M. Bhimacharya's Nyaya- 
Kosa (second edition ) pp. 232-4, and Bhasga-Pariccheda, 85-97. 


Secr. V. कमाणि. 


Motion or Action is of five kinds only, viz., Tossing or 
throwing upwards, Dropping or throwing 

Motion. downwards, Contraction, Expansion and 
Going or Motion in general. 


1. The division of Karma is in strict conformity with the 
aphorism of Kanada. The T. D., as in the case of Guna, 
offers two definitions of Karma also, of which the first संयोग- 
भिन्नत्वे सति संयोगासमवायिकारणम्‌ is a real one. Motion is the 
non-intimate cause of conjunction, but is not itself conjunc- 
tion. The meaning of असमवायिकारण will be explained later 
on; it is sufficient to note here that only Karma and some 





1. B. P. 89-91. 
2. Roer’s Translation of B. 0, Bib. Ind. p. 53. 
3. V. S. 1, 1, 7. 
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gunas can ever be the non-intimate causes of dravyas or 
gunas. Karma is supposed to be the non-intimate cause of 
conjunction, as when a hand touches a book the motion of 
the hand is such a cause of the conjunction of the hand with 
the book. But sometimes one conjunction is the non-intimate 
cause of another oonjunction, as for instance, the conjunc- 
tion of the hand with the book is the non-intimate. cause 
of the connection of the whole body with the book. This 
connection therefore is expressly excluded by the words संयोग- 


भिन्नत्वे सति. 


2. The definition of Karma given in XKanada's sūtra is 
more elaborate though essentially the 
Other de finitions. same. एकद्रव्यमयुणं संयोगाविभागेष्वनपेक्षकारण- 
मिति कर्मलक्षणम्‌ ! means that action inheres 
in one substance, but is not a quality, and is the direct and 
immediate cause of conjunction and disjunction. The first two 
epithets exclude अवयवि द्रव्य and some qualities like संयोग, 
while the last is practically identical with संयोगसमवायिकारण 
of T. D. Samkara Misra mentions several other definitions of 
Karma in his Commentary on V.S. I. 1, 17 (Calc. ed. p. 
35). The only one which is worth noting is निद्याद्रृत्तिसत्ता- 
साक्षाद्दवाप्य-जातिमत्त्वम्‌ , which “means that कर्मत्वजाति resides in a 
thing (कर्म) which is never permanent. The wider genus सत्ता 
resides in द्रव्य, गुण and कर्म of which the former two are some- 
times निल; but कर्म is never नित्य, as it is always transitory. 
Karma is said to last only for five moments? and so कर्मत्व- 
जाति is said to be निलावृत्ति. 


3. The division of Karma into five kinds does not 
appear to be very logical. If all miscellaneous motions such 
a gyration (भ्रमण), evacuation (रेचन), flow (स्यन्दन), flam- 
ing up (ऊर्ध्वज्वळन ) and slanting motion (तिर्यग्गमन ) are to 
be classed under simple going (गमन ), why cannot, it may be 
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asked, उत्क्षेपण and the other three also be similarly included 
under it? Nilakantha justifies this arbitrary division on the 
quaint but easily comprehensible ground that it would be sacri- 
legious on our part to question what is laid down by a free- 
willed sage like Kanada (न. चोत्क्षेपणादीनां गमनेऽन्तर्भावोऽस्त्विति झाङ्क- 
नीयम्‌ । स्वतन्त्रेच्छस्य नियोगपर्थेनुयोगानईस्य करपे: संमतत्वादिति भाव: )« 
A closer inspection, however, might reveal some sort of principle 
even in this arbitrary division. Motion is primarily divided 
into three Kinds according to its direction, namely, vertical, 
horizontal and slanting or miscellaneous. The vertical motion 
may be from below upwards ( उत्क्षेपण), or from above down- 
wards (उपक्षेपण ). Horizontal motion also may be twofold, 
motion nearer to oneself (आकुञ्चन) or motion further from 
oneself (प्रसारण ). All other motions are relegated to the com- 
prehensive class of गमन. It is not of course meant that 
the above groups exactly correspond to the ordinary concep- 
tions of उत्क्षेपण etc., but that some such principle was in the 
mind of the Si#trakara when he made the division seems to be 
highly probable. 


- Szcr. VI. खामान्यम्‌ . 


Genus or Generality is of two kinds, wider or extensive and 
narrower or limited. : 


1. In Section LXXVII Annambhatta defines सामान्य as 
निल्मेकमनंकानुगतम्‌ , and adds this सामान्य 

Generality. resides in Dravya, Guna and Karma. There 

are three characteristics of generality: that 

1 it is eternal, 2 it is one, and 3 it resides in many. Con- 
junction and some other qualities such as हित्वादिसंख्या reside 
in many, but they are not eternal, and therefore the word 
faa in the definition of सामान्य excludes them. The dimen- 
sion of an atom is both eternal (for atom is eternal) and 
resides in many; but it is not one residing in many एक- 


मनेकानुगतं ) and hence the word एकम्‌. अलन्ताभाव however 
TS..12 
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is eternal, one and residing in many. Therefore the word 
अनुगतम्‌ is interpreted as समवेतम्‌ or समवायसंबन्धेन वर्तमानम्‌ , there- 
by excluding negation which does not reside in things by inti- 
mate union, while सामान्य does. The word Genus is a conve- 
nient rendering of सामान्य as Ballantyne and others have adopted 
it, although it is not quite accurate. Genus may perhaps be 
a more appropriate rendering of जाति. Genus in English not 
only means the common characteristic residing in several in- 
dividuals, but comprehends the individuals also, while सामान्य 
or जाति denotes only the common characteristic. Genus is a 
class, सामान्य or जाति is the common attribute which disting- 
uishes that class. Other definitions of सामान्य are, नित्यत्वे सतद्य- 
नेकसमवेतत्वम्‌ and free — सति स्वाश्रयान्योन्याभावसमानाधिकरणम्‌ 
which are, however, not as good as that given by T. D. But 
they all imply that सामान्य was conceived by later Naiya- 
yikas to be some attribute having a real external existence 
in the individual objects comprised in it. The original aphorism 
of Kanada is ambiguous and conveys a somewhat different 
notion. सामान्यं faq इति बुदबपेक्षम्‌ conveys the sense that 
the notion of generality depends on the operation of our own 
intellect. A quality becomes a सामान्य only if we conceive 
it as residing in many; while the same is विशेष when we 
regard it as a differentia. A property for instance exists 
in a certain number of objects, which are so far of one 
kind; if we use the property for grouping those objects 
into one class, it is सामान्य, if for distinguishing them from 
al other objects in the world, it is fri. Thus an attri- 
bute, though inhering in the object, cannot become a सामान्य 
until our intellect has recognised it to be so. As long, for 
example, as [ have seen only one elephant and do not know 
that there are others of the same kind, the genus elephant 
does not exist, at least so far as I am concerned. Simi- 
larly the same attribute, 6. ४. घटत्व, is सामान्य if regarded 
as residing in all pots, and is a विशेष if regarded as distin- 
guishing pots from other things. Such seems to have been 
the original conception, but subsequently सामान्य appears to 








1. V. 5. I, 2, 3. 
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have come to be regarded as an attribute having an absolute 
and not merely a relative existence externally. 


2. In later times सामान्य came to be used synonymously 
with जाति, and was given an inde- 
Varieties of Samanya. pendent and eternal existence apart 
from the individual objects. This will 
be clearly seen from the various divisions of सामान्य, Annam- 
bhatta, following the commentators on Kandada’s aphorisms 
divides सामान्य into पर and अपर, higher or extensive and lower 
or non-extensive. The instances are wat (existence) and द्रव्यत्व 
(substantiality ) respectively. Of course the terms पर and अपर 
are relative only, the same attribute ze for instance 
being अपर with respect to सत्ता and पर with respect to घटत्व. 
Some other writers make a threefold division of सामान्य. The 
T. A. for example divides सामान्य into व्यापक (widest), e. g. 
सत्ता, व्याप्य (narrowest), e. g: घटत्व, and व्याप्यव्यापक ( middle ), 
e. ६. द्रव्यत्व. This division obviously regards the common chara- 
cteristic as existing in itself and absolutely, while the former 
two-fold division only sought to fix its relative extent as 
compared with higher or lower generalities. द्रव्यत्व can be 
sometimes qx and sometimes अपर, but सत्ता must always be 
व्यापक, and द्रव्यत्व only व्याप्यव्यापक. The terms in the former 
division were relative; in the latter they are absolute. This 
is not the place to discuss which division is more consonant 
with reason, but it may be noted that the latter though 
apparently simple is beset with difficulties from which the 
former is free. Annambhatta therefore was justified in disap- 
proving of the threefold division, if we may accept the inter- 
pretation of the word इति after परमपरं च as given by ४. V., 
which remarks अत्रेतिशद॒स्य. स्वसमभिव्याहत-पदारथतावकच्छेदक-परत्वा- 
परत्वरूप-द्विप्रकारवत्सामान्यमिति वाक्यार्थः. 


3. सामान्य is again divided into two sorts, अखण्ड and सखण्ड. 
The first is otherwise ‘called जाति and is de- 

Játi and Upadhi. fined 48 साक्षात्संवद्ध सामान्यम्‌ , that which is 
directly connected with the thing such as 

द्रव्यत्व, कर्मत्व etc, The second is called उपाधि and is defined as 
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परंपरया संबद्धम्‌, indirectly or mediately connected with the 
object such as प्रमेयत्व, दण्डित्व etc. Every common characte- 
ristic does not constitute a jati, A number of persons might 
be blind or lame or black, but blindness, lameness or black- 
ness does not constitute an independent class. The circum- 
stances which prevent a common characteristic from becoming 
a jati are summed up in the following verse of Udayanacarya:- 
व्यक्तेरसेदस्तुल्यत्वं संकरोऽथानवस्थितिः i 
ङपहानिरसंबन्धो जातिवाधकसंग्रहः ॥ 

The circumstances that prevent generality from becoming 
a class are six: (1) Unity of the object, e, g. the sky being 
one all-pervading thing, there is no jati as आकाशत्व; (2) 
Identity of things though the names be different, e. g. घटत्व 
and sga are not different jatis as both words denote the 
same thing; (3) Cross-division, e. ४. भूतत्व and मूर्तत्व are not 
jatis as they constitute cross-divisions, आकाश being भूत and 
not qd and मनसू being at but not भूत, while the remaining 
four, पृथ्वी, sq, तेजस्‌ and वायु, being both भूत and मूर्त; (4) 
Want of finality, e. g. jati itself cannot have jati on it, for in 
that case, there being jati over jati ad infinitum, there will 
be no finality; (5) Violation of essence, e. g. the Visesas 
(particularities), though innumerable, cannot have a jati 
विशेषत्व on them, because by hypothesis they are essentially 
opposed to the conception of jati; (6) Lastly, want of pro- 
.per connection prevents jati e. g. समवायत्व cannot be a jati 
because, as every jati rests on its आश्रय by समवायसंवन्ध, there 
cannot be a समवाय on समवाय, and समवायत्व, if accepted as a 
jati, cannot have any connection with its आश्रय. All these 
therefore are mere Upadhis. The student will now be able 
to understand Annambhatta’s remark that सामान्य, or more 
properly its one variety the jati, can rest on Dravya, Guna 
and Karma only, and cannot rest on the last four Padarthas. 
Even amongst the first thrce there are many things that 
cannot have जाति, such as ether, time and space. It will be seen 
from the above that उपाधि is any characteristic which belongs 
to several individuals, while जाति is only a particular kind 
of them, fulfilling certain conditions necessary to constitute 
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a proper class. These conditions are implied by their opposites 
in Udayana’s verse quoted above. If you take a hundred per- 
sons you can arrange them in various groups, as for instance 
by their nationality, or the language they speak, or the com- 
plexion of their body, or by their education. But each of these 
groups cannot constitute a class, for in that case there will be 
the absurdity of one person belonging to several classes, and 
all notions of genus and species will be confounded. Human 
being is a class because we can at once recognize certain well- 
marked characteristics which clearly distinguish human beings 
from all other animals; but blackness cannot be a class, for if 
it be so we shall have to group black men in the same class as 
black sheep or black stones. This distinction between जाति and 
उपाधि is very important and is one of the subtlest discovered 
by Indian logicians. 


Ssor. VIL Raat. 


The  Individualities or Particularities residing in eternal 
things are innumerable. 


l. The idea of विशेष, particularity, (called अन्यविशेष by 
Kanada) is a counterpart of that of «rare 
Particularity. ( generality ), as the one necessarily implies 
the other. In Sect. LXXVIII. Annam- 
bhatta defines विशेष as residing in eternal substances serving 
the purpose of distinguishing them from each other, while this 
section further tells us that those particularities are innumerable, 
one being assigned to each eternal substance. A more accurate 
definition of विशेष is स्वतो व्यावर्तकत्वम्‌, that which distinguishes 
self from itself. The peculiarity of a ViSesa is that it performs 
the double function of differentiating one eternal substance 
from all others, and also that of differentiating itself from 
other Vi$esas and everything else. The latter assumption is 
necessary, because otherwise we shall have to suppose a second 
Visesa over the first to differentiate it from others and so on 
ad infinitum. f 
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2. The eternal substances in which Vi$esas inhere are the 
atoms of the first four substances, earth, water, light and air, 
together with the remaining five substances, ether, time, space, 
'soul, and mind. 


3. Other definitions of Vi$esa are जातिरहितत्वे सति निलद्रव्य- 
मात्रबृत्तिः, एकमात्रसमवेतत्वे सति सामान्यशून्यः and अलन्तव्यावृत्तिः;, all 
of which amount to the same thing, namely, that Visesa is a 
padartha assumed to account for the difference of atoms and 
other eternal substances from one another. The necessity of 
this assumption is established by S. C. thus :— “ घरादीनां कपाल- 
समवेतत्वादिकं पटादिभेदकमस्ति परमाणूनां तु परस्परभेदकं न किचिदरस्त्यतो- 
5नायल्या विशेष आश्रयितव्यः”. A jar is distinguished from a piece 
of cloth because the component parts of the first are distinct 
from those of the latter ( अवयवभेदादवयविभेद: ), and so on we 
may argue until we arrive at the ultimate constituents of matter, 
namely the atoms. But as an atom has no parts, we cannot 
account for the distinction of one atom from another by the 
same process of reasoning. Similarly we cannot account for the 
“mutual distinction of the imperishable substances such as ether- 
time and space. There is therefore no help (अनायत्या of S. C.) 
but to assume a separate individuality in each of the substances 
to account for its distinctive character. This individuality is 
called the faim of that substance, and they are as innumer- 
able as the atoms and other eternal substances. It is not right 
to translate this विशेष by ‘ difference’ or ‘ differentia’, because 
the latter words denote the special characteristics of a species 
as distinguished from genus, while विशेष concerns the indivi- 
dual only.” 


4. This doctrine of विज्येप is supposed to be a peculiar tenet 
invented by the Vaisesikas, and one from 
Why Visesa is which they derive their appellation; but 
recognized, it is singular that the original aphorisms of 
Kanāda do not give much prominence to it. 

‘It is referred to only incidentally as it were, in the Sūtra 
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अन्यत्रान्त्येभ्यो विशेपेभ्यःः which, while treating of सामान्य, distin- 
guishes its occasional fai? from the well-known ultimate 
Vigesas, that are called final, because they reside in the final 
atoms of matter. On this bare reference the commentator Pra- 
Sastapada founds the theory of विज्येप which is, however, wholly 
repudiated by many of the modern Naiyayikas who are other- 
wise followers of the Vaisesika school. They argue that, grant- 
ing that Vi$esas are necessary to distinguish individual atoms, 
there must be something clse to distinguish the Visesas them- 
selves from one another. If, however, it is said that the latter 
function is done by the Visesas themselves by some peculiar 
inherent faculty, why not then attribute this inherent faculty 
to the atoms themselves? If you have to bring in the inherent 
faculty somewhere, why not suppose it in the individual atom 
itself and discard the superfluous Visesa altogether, rather than 
first attribute a ViSesa to the atom and then attribute the in- 
herent faculty of self-distinction to the Visesa? The argument 
is irresistible but not a new one. Pra$astapada the oldest 
known commentator on Vaisesika Sütra already anticipates and 
answers it thus:— “अथान्तद्यविशेषेष्विव परमाणुपु कस्मान्न स्वतः MAT- 
व्यावृत्तिः प्रद्यभिज्ञानं वा कल्प्यत इति चेन्न तादात्म्यात्‌ | इह तादात्म्य- 
निमित्तप्रययो भवति यया घटादिषु प्रदीपात्‌ । न तु प्रदीपे प्रदीपात्‌ । यथा 
च श्वमांसादीनां स्वत एणवाझुचित्व॑ तद्योगादन्येषां तथेद्दापि तादात्म्यादन्य- 
विशेषेषु स्वत एवं प्रत्मययव्यावृत्तिस्तद्योगात्परमाण्वादिष्विति.”” The answer, 
however, is hardly satisfactory. It is of course scarcely needful 
to say that the doctrine of ViSesa. is not accepted by other 
Indian schools of philosophy such as the modern Naiyayikas, 
the two sections of the Mimamsakas namely, the Bhattas and 
the Prabhakaras, and the Vedantins. 








l. V. S. 1, 2, 6. 
2. See V.S. 1, 2, 3, and our Note under Sect. VI. on p. 90 Supra. 
3. P. B. Den. ed, p. 323, zx 
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Sxcr. VIII. qaar:. 


Intimate Union is one only. 


1. समवाय etymologically means the act of coming together 
closely, and is therefore used to denote a 

Intimate Union kind of ‘intimate union ° between two things 
which are thereby rendered inseparable so 

that they cannot be separated without themselves being destroyed. 
It is therefore more appropriate to translate समवाय by ‘ intimate 
union’ rather than by ‘co-inherence’ as Ballantyne has done. 
Annambhatta defines समवाय in Sect. 79 as * a permanent connection 
existing between two things that are always found inseparable’. 
The समवाय is called निल्संवन्ध in contradistinction to संयोग which 
is a guna and is always अनिस. The expression अयुतसिद्ध denotes 
things one of which is always dependent on the other, as the jar 
on its components or the quality on the substance. अयुतसिद्ध is the 
opposite of युतसिद्ध which may be taken to mean either * proved to 
be joined’ or * proved to be separated ', according as we take the 
verb यु in the sense of ‘ to join’ or ‘to separate’. In either case 
the meaning of युतसिद्ध is the same. In the first sense युतसिद्ध 
means things which are proved to have been actually joined and 
therefore which must have once existed in a state of separation, 
while in the latter sense युत सिद्ध simply denotes things which are 
proved to have once been separated. Those things therefore which 
are not thus proved, that is, which have never existed in a separate 
condition, are अयुतसिंद्ध. The two halves of a jar were separate 
before they were joined together; there connection therefore is 
संयोग which can be destroyed at any moment by separating them 
again. But the jar never existed and can never exist separately 
from the two halves; the connection of the jar with the halves 
is therefore समवाय. This अयुतसिद्ध things are limited in number. 
In fact there are only five pairs of things between which 
समवाय is supposed to exist, viz., 1 the product and its parts 
(अवयवावयविनो), 2 the quality and the qualified ( युणयणिनो ), 
3 the motion and the moving (क्रियाक्रियावन्तो). 4 the indivi- 
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dual and the common characteristic ( जातिव्यक्ती), and lastly 5 
particularity and the eternal substance in which it inheres 
( विशेपनित्यद्रव्ये). The definition in the Sutra is simpler and less 
comprehensive zeafaf यतः कार्यक्रारणयोः स समवायः, from 
which it may be inferred that the notion of समवाय was crude 


at first, and must have been gradually developed by later 
writers. 


2. In Sect. VIII Annambhatta emphatically says that समवाय 
is one and one only, in order to repudiate 
Samavāya is one the position of the Prabhakara Mimamsakas 
and eternal, and a modern school of Naiyayikas. These 
latter deny even fia to समवाय. The 
faa of समवाय is proved by the argument that as all positive 
products (भावकार्य are generated in their material cause by 
समवाय relation, a समवाय if produced will require another समवाय 
and so on ad infinitum. समवाय therefore must be regarded un- 
producible 7. e. frs. Of course this नित्यत्व is only relative 
and not absolute as that of an atom. समवाय is faa in 
the sense that it can neither be produced nor destroyed 
without producing or destroying the product. Now comes the 
question why this separate entity of समवाय is recognised at 
all. Here there is a difference of opinion between the Naiyayikas 
and the Vaisesikas, or the old and the modern schools, as 
S. C. calls them. The former hold that समवाय is observed 
by perception, and therefore no other proof is required to prove 
its existence. The Vaisesikas, however, of whom Annambhatta 
is one, deny perceptibility to समवाय, on the ground that a 
connection is perceptible only when the two connected things 
are perceptible, while समवाय often exists between things one of 
which (e. g. आकाश the समवायिकारण of शब्द ) may be imperceptible. ` 
In their opinion समवाय is proved by inference only, and the 
argument is often put as Annambhatta has put it in his commen- 
tary on Sect. 79. 


1: V.S. VII. 2, 26. 
TS...13 
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3. The doctrine of समवाय is very important and may in 

one sense be said to be the corner-stone of 

The doctrine of Nyaya philosophy. ° It is the समवाय that 
Samavaya. explains the phenomenon of causality as 
conceived by the Naiyayikas; and it is 

this theory that makes them so intensely realistic, in marked 
opposition to idealistic schools like the Vedanta. The conception 
of समवाय is in fact a key to the whole theory of causation as 
viewed from the Nyaya standpoint, and consequently the doctrine 
has been strongly animadverted by writers of the Samkhya and 
Vedantic schools who hold different views. The  Bhatta 
Mimamsakas also agree with the latter in repudiating समवाय. The 
theory of atoms for which the Naiyayikas have been so famous 
is but a necessary result of the doctrine of समवाय. Samkaracarya 
in his commentary on Brahma-Sutra II. 2. 13, lays his 
finger accurately on the weakest point in the समवाय theory, 
namely, the inconsistency of calling समवाय a connection bet- 
ween two distinct things, and at the same time regarding 
it as of a totally different kind from संयोग, If संयोग exists on 
the संयोगि dravyas by समवाय, समवाय also requires another 
समवाय to exist on the समवायि5; and so there is the absurdity 
of an ad infinitum. To avoid this difficulty समवाय is regarded 
as a distinct padartha and not a guna and the Naiyayikas 
add that the first समवाय does not rest upon the समवायि by 
another समवाय but is identical with it. Why then, rejoins 
the Vedantin, do you not take संयोग to be identical with the 
संयोगि5? As to संयोग being a guna and समवाय an independent 
padartha, says the Vedantin, that is a technicality of your 
own invention, and we do not accept it. Jt cannot also be 
said that समवाय being निय is of a different kind from संयोग, 
and must be treated differently, for संयोग also is sometimes 
eternal, as for example the संयोग of are or आकाश with परमाणु, 
while समवाय itself is not truly eternal, it being liable to 
destruction by the destruction of the product. But the chief 


objection against समवाय is that, if समवाय is to be regarded as 
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identical with its कार्य and कारण, would it not be better and 
simpler ( लाघव ) to regard the कार्य itself as identical with the 
कारण? Hence the Vedantins and Samkhyas hold the cause 
and its product to be connected with each other not by समवाय, 
but by the relation of identity (तादात्म्य). The doctrine of अयुत- 
सिद्ध on which that of समवाय depends is also ruthlessly criti- 
cized by Samkaràcàrya.! The gist of his criticism is that the 
notion of cause and effect being अयुतसिद्ध, that is, being con- 
nected together in an inseparable union, is directly opposed 
to the hypothesis that the cause is always anterior to the 
effect. As a matter of fact the cause and effect are one and 
the same thing, and not two different things joined together 
inseparably by a fictitious union called समवाय. The whole 
realistic theory of the Naiyayikas is therefore based on a fiction 
which has no basis in actual experience. This is not the place 
to go deeper into this controversy which has been vigorously 
carried on between the rival disputants from the earliest to 
the latest times; but what has been said will be sufficient 
to give the student an idea as to how the doctrine of समवाय 
and the theory of causation built upon it lie at the very root of the 
whole Nyaya system of philosophy. 


Secor. IX. अभावाः. 
Negatian is of four kinds :— Antecedent, Consequent, Adso- 
lute, and Reciprocal. 


1. The ninth section only enumerates the four kinds of nega- 
tions, reserving the definitions of each for 

Negation. future occasion. They are antecedent nega- 

tion or non-production, consequent nega- 

tion or destruction, absolute negation, and reciprocal negation. 
The word negation used by Ballantyne conveys the idea of 
Abhava better than-non-existence, which is hardly applicable 


1. Brah. Sūtra 11, 2, 17, 
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in the case of अन्योन्याभाव. Antecedent negation is that which 
exists before a thing is- produced, and the consequent results 
after its destruction. Absolute negation exists always and in 
all places except where the thing itself is. Reciprocal negation 
is the denial of one thing being any other, such as that a jar 
is not a piece of cloth. 


2. Other writers divide अभाव first into two kinds, अन्योन्या- 
भाव and संसर्गाभाव, and then split the latter into the remain- 
ing three. Thus Visvanatha says in Bhasa-Pariccheda : 

अभावस्तु frat संसगोन्योन्याभावभेदतः | 
प्रागभावस्तथा ध्वंसो5्प्यत्यन्ताभाव एव च ॥ 
एवं त्रैविध्यमापन्नः संखर्गाभाव इष्यते । 

Mutual or reciprocal negation may be defined as the nega- 
tion of identity. All other kinds of negation are grouped 
under संसर्गाभाव which, literally translated, means negation by 
contact, the contact being between the thing negatived and 
the thing on which its negation is affirmed. Thus when we 
say इह भूतले घटो नास्ति we affirm the negation of घट on a par- 
ticular spot. Similarly the antecedent and the emergent nega- 
tions also are affirmed with reference to some external अधि- 
करण, with which they are said to be connected, while अन्योन्या- 
भाव simply denotes the mutual non-identity of two things. 
In short, in both kinds of अभाव, viz. संसर्ग and अन्योन्य, there 
are always two things referred to; but in the first, one is 
negatived of the other, while in the other, both are negatived 
of each other. Thus an अन्योन्याभाव may be resolved into two 
संसर्गाभाव. For instance घट: पटो नास्ति is a proposition affirm- 
ing the mutual negation of घट and पट; and it may be split 
up into two propositions घटे wed नास्ति and पटे घटत्व॑ नास्ति, 


both of which are examples of संसर्गाभाव. In अन्योन्याभाव the - 


words expressive of the two things are always in the same 
case i. e. the nominative; while in the other case one word 
is usually in the locative as denoting the अधिकरण on which the 
negation rests. संसर्गाभाव is divided into प्रागभाव, प्रध्वंसाभाव, and 
अलन्ताभाव, of which the first two are nothing but the non-produc- 
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tion and the destruction, respectively, of a thing. अत्यन्ताभाव 
is absolute negation, and comprises all varieties other than 
those mentioned. A discussion as to its exact nature will be 
found under Sect. 80. 

3. The simplest definition of अभाव is भावभिन्न, what is 
distinct from existing things, but other 

Abhava defined. definitions are more elaborate. S. C. defines 
amaa 28 प्रतियोगिज्ञानाधीनविपयत्वम्‌ , 7. e. a 

padartha the knowledge of which is dependent on the know- 
ledge of its contradictory. S. M. defines it as द्रव्यादिपट्कान्योन्या- 
भावत्वम्‌ , a padartha in which rest the mutual negations of all 
the other six padarthas, i. e. which is distinct from the six 
categories, substance etc. While really meaning the same as 
भावभिन्नत्व+ this definition begs the question by inserting 
अन्योन्याभाव, a sub-variety of अभाव, into the definition of 
अभाव. It is therefore faulty. A third definition, given in 
Sarva-Dargana-Samgraha, is असमवायत्वे सद्यसमवायित्वम्‌ , 7. e. 
अभाव not being itself समवाय is not connected with anything 
else by समवाय. Naiyayikas hold that अभाव is an object 
of direct perception and is connected with its अधिकरण by 
the relation called विश्षेपणता; that is, when we say घटाभाव- 
वद्धूनलम we regard घटाभाव as an attribute of भूतल, just as 
we call दण्ड the attribute of दण्डी, This peculiar conception 
of negation discloses the habit of Naiyayikas to invent any 
number of fictitious conventionalities, if they are convenient 
for practical purposes. Really speaking, to class अभाव as a 
padartha along with the other six is an absurdity. There 
is not the least resemblance between the two groups, as 
one is the direct opposite of the other. अभाव can be a 
padartha only in the most literal sense of the word, namely, 
the connotation of a word (अभाव), but really speaking it 
cannot be said to have any external existence. It is non- 
existence pure and simple, and all varieties of it such as 
the non-existence of this thing and that thing are mere 
conventionalities of speech. In what respect, for instance, 
does a घटाभाव differ from a पटाभाव? Really in nothing 
essentially, for both agree in their simple character of nega- 


—. 
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tion. But one might say that we find घटाभाव even where 
there is a qz, and vice versa; and therefore the two nega- 
tions must be different. But this means that we only attri- 
bute the difference of the things (प्रतियोगी) to their nega- 
tions. In other words, the भेदवुद्धि on the अभाव is simply 
आरोपित, while as a matter of fact all negation is pure and 
characterless. It follows that अभाव cannot really be the 
विशेषण of भूतल, for a विशेषण, in order to be apprehended, 
must exist, while the essence of अभाव is non-existence. Ve- 
dantins and others, therefore, who refuse to recognize अभाव 
as a padartha, regard it simply as केवल्यरूप, that is, as भूतल 
itself and nothing more. 

4. It seems that the Vaisesikas had not originally conceived 
of अभाव as a separate padartha. Kanada’s aphorism’ enume- 
rates only six padarthas, omitting अभाव altogether. But the 
ingenuity of commentators has added a seventh category अभाव 
as being intended though not expressed by the Sztrakdra, the 
intention being gathered from the occurrence of the word 
अभाव" in some other S#tras, such as कारणाभावात्‌ कार्याभावः 
and असतः क्रियागुणव्यपदेशाभावादर्थान्तरम्‌ . To recognize a separate 
entity because a word expressive of it occurs somewhere in a 
work is not indeed a very strong argument. Similarly 
Udayanacarya in his Kiranavali remarks “एते च पदार्थाः (the 
‘six mentioned in V. S. I, 1, 3) प्रधानतयोद्दिष्टा अभावस्तु स्वरूप- 
वानपि नोद्दिष्टः प्रतियोगिनिरूपणाधीननिरूपणत्वात्‌ न तु gear”. This 
is more like an apology for the non-mention of अभाव in the 
original Sutras than an argument for recognizing it as a 
separate padartha. Whatever be the case, the recognition of 
अभाव as an independent entity has been a distinct gain to 
Indian logic, inasmuch as it has greatly facilitated the processes 
of analysis and reasoning. Even those who deny it the status 
of a padartha cannot often help clothing their propositions 
in its terms. The wonderful accuracy of the Indian syl- 
logism is in a great measure due to the use of such ficti- 
tious but well-understood expressions as अभाव, प्रतियोगी and 


अनुयोगी. 
I 9, 5, 1, 1, 4 2 9, 5. 1, 2,1. 3 V. S. IX, 1, 3. 
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5. Here ends the first chapter of Tarka-Samgraha, which S. C 
names पदार्थोद्रेशविभागनिरूपणन्‌ . According to the well-known 
dictum of the scholiast, the Vaisesika system consists of three 
parts, the enumeration, the division and the definitions of 
padarthas. The author of Tarka-Samgraha first enumerates the 
Padarthas in the second section, and then proceeds to state 
their divisions and subdivisions in Secs. 3 to 9. From the tenth 
section onwards he enters upon their definitions or स्वरूपकथन 
severally, and defines them in the order in which they have .been 
enumerated. 


8507. X. पृथिवी. 

Earth is that which has odour. It is of two sorts, eternal and 
non-eternal. Eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. It is also 
threefold, body, organ and object. Body is that like ours; organ 
is the olfactory sense at the tip of the nose; object comprises the 
earthy stones and the like. 

1. The author defines earth as गन्धवती * having odour’, which 

means गन्धसमवायिकारणम्‌ , the intimate cause 
Barth. of odour. The relation expressed by the 

termination qq, here is समवाय only, for 
otherwise the definition will overlap on time and space, with 
which गन्ध is connected by कालिक and देक relations respecti- 
evly. Besides the apparent अतिव्याप्ति on time and space, the T. D. 
notices three other objections against the definition: Ist, it will 
not apply to a product which, being composed of parts having 
both good and bad smells, is rendered odourless owing to the two 
kinds of smell being mutually destroyed; nor can it be said that 
in that case perception of odour is rendered impossible. You will 
have therefore, says the opponent, either to recognize a चित्रगन्ध 
* variegated odour’, which you do not, or your definition will 
be inapplicable to such a case. The author denies both 
alternatives, saying that in such cases we can distinctly ap- 
prehend the different odours of component parts, and so there 
is no need of recognizing one variegated odour of the whole. 
The second objection is the same as in the case of युणवत्त्व as 


1 S. M. Gale, ed. p, 21; 
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a definition of Dravya, viz. that it will not apply to a product 
in the first moment of creation, when it is supposed to be 
without attribute. The answer to the present objection is also 
the same, viz. amplification of the definition ( p. 77). The third 
objection is drawn from our experience that even water and 
other substances besides earth possess smell. The answer 
is that the smell belongs not to the water but to earthy 
particles mixed with it. There is a fourth objection which 
the author does not notice. We see many earthy things such 
as stones which are odourless, and the definition may not apply 
to them; but the answer would be that the smell in them is 
अनुद्धत, that is, though existing, it is not perceived owing to 
unfavourable circumstances. 


2. Although odour is mentioned as the differentiating at- 


tribute of earth it is not its only attribute. . 


Its attributes. Kanada’s aphorism रूपरसगन्धस्पशंवती पृथिवी! 

describes earth as possessing four qualities, 
colour, savour, odour and touch, which Sankara Misra construes 
as giving four alternative definitions of earth. Besides these 
four material qualities, earth is credited with ten others, 
making in all 14 qualities residing in earth, for which sec 
quotation at p. 85 Supra. 


3. Four copies A B D and K add तत्र before गन्धवती, but 
the pratikas in all the copies of Dipika except A, as well as 
that in S. C. show that the sentence began with गन्थवती, and that 
the तत्र got into the text by error, probably from the opening 
sentence of the Dipika. The aa in the Dipikd is explained by 
Nilakantha as पृथिव्यादिपु ( नवद्रव्येपु ) मध्य इत्यर्थः. 

4. Earth is first divided into eternal and non-eternal : the first 

being atomic, and the second a product. 
Barth: eternal T. D. defines निलत्व as ध्वंसाप्रतियोगित्वम्‌ , its 
and non-eternal. contrary ध्वंसप्रतियोगित्वम्‌ being aiea. That 
which is not liable to destruction is eternal, 
and its opposite is the non-eternal. These definitions of T. D. are 
however incomplete. Vakya-Vrtti defines fra and afta more 








1, V. S. II, 1, 1. 
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correctly, as fra प्रागभावाप्रातैयोगित्व सति ध्वंसाप्रतियोगित्वम्‌ and 
अनित्यत्वं प्रागभावग्रतियोगित्वध्वंसप्रतियोगित्वान्यतर॒वत््व॑ वोध्यम्‌. The T. 
D. does not take into account past as wellas future eternity, 
and consequently its definition of frac overlaps 07 प्रध्वंसाभाव 
which, being indestructible, is *वंसाप्रतियोगी, but which is not feel 
as it has प्रागभाव. There are some, however, who regard eqq as 
eternal; and according to them T. .D’s definitions will be correct. 
faa is also defined in another and a simpler way as त्रैकालिक- 
संसर्गावच्छिन्नत्व, “being distinguished by a connection with the 
three times, past, present and future ” i. e. existing in all times. 
Whichever definition we take, products are always अनित्य as 
they do not exist prior to their production. The eternal portion 
of earth is the atoms which are the ultimate material causes 
of all earthy products. The atomic theory of the Vaisesikas. 
will be explained later on. (See note on Sect. XIII ). 


5. Earth is again divided into three kinds, body, organ 

of sense and mass. The body is that which 

Another division. belongs to human beings like ourselves; 
the organ is that of smell which appre- 

hends odour and is situated at the root of the nose; while 
mass comprehends all other earthy things, such as stones etc. 
This threefold division of earth is very ancient, being derived 
from the aphorism of Kanada. But there is a difference of 
opinion as to whether this threefold division is of प्रथिवी in 
general or of कार्यरूपा प्रथिवी only; and the controversy, so far as 
we are concerned, turns partially, if not mainly, on the cor- 
rect reading of the passage in  Tarka-Samgraha. A reads सा 
पुनस्रिविधा, but as all other copies of the text as well as the 
commentaries agree in omitting at before पुन: there was no 
alternative but to omit it here also. The reading सा can 
be defended on the ground that by unmistakably applying 
the threefold division to कार्यरूपा पृथिवी it makes the meaning 
of the passage clear, and thus brings the text into harmony, 
not only with other works like P. B., S. P., S. M., and 
others, but also with Kanada's aphorism तत्पुनः प्रथिव्यादि कार्य- 
द्रव्यं त्रिविधं ारीरेन्द्रयविपयसंज्ञकम्‌ . The word सा, however, is 
not absolutely necessary, since S. C. extracts the same sense 


1. ४. 5. 1५, 2, 1. 2, Ibid. 
TS..14 
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out of the word पुनः. The chief objection against सा, as also 
against the interpretation put on the passage by the S. C. to make 
it conform with the works mentioned above, is that the inter- 
pretation does not agree with T. D.’s note on the passage 
प्रकारान्तरेण विभजते. The remark apparently shows that the three- 
fold division is not a sub-division of one of the two kinds of 
पथिवी first mentioned, namely कार्यरूपा, but an altogether inde- 
pendent division of एथिवी itself. Having divided earth into 
eternal and non-eternal, the author mentions another divi- 
sion of the same according to its forms and functions. But 
here comes the question, does Annambhatta say something 
which is in direct opposition to Kamida’s Sūtra? The Sutra 
distinctly ascribes the three-fold division to product earth 
only: and the scholiast Prasastapada also clearly states his 
opinion by remarking Ai चास्याः कार्य 1 शरीरेन्द्रियविषयसंज्ञकम्‌ | 
Annambhatta, by taking in the whole earth (eternal and 
non-eternal), would be plainly contradicting the Sutra and 
the scholiast, which is highly improbable as the present work 
is distinctly based on Pra$astapada's scholium. As a matter 
of fact, whichever interpretation we take, the ultimate result, 
as observed by Nilakantha, is the same, namely, that laid 
down in the Stra. Nilakantha noticing these two ways of 
interpretation remarks अत्र fager: शारीरेन्द्रियभिन्नत्वरूपविपय- 
लक्षणाक्रान्तत्वेन विषयान्तर्गतत्वमितिग्ृथिव्यास्तिविधत्वमत एव मूले पुनल्नि- 
विधेत्युक्तिः संगच्छत इति ध्येयम्‌. Even if the three-fold divi- 
sion be ascribed to प्रथिवी in general, it does not apply to 
frat प्रथिवी, that is, atoms, as all the atoms obviously fall 
into the third of the latter three divisions i. e. विषयः In 
other words, नित्या पृथिवी instead of being the genus of the 
latter three kinds becomes a variety of one of them. In this 
way the passage in T. D..can be made to agree with the 
Sütra, and both views reconciled. 
6. शारीर is defined as आत्मनो भोगायतनम्‌ , buta more accurate 
definition is अल्यावयवित्वे सति चेष्टाश्रयम्‌, that 
The three varieties is, a final product which possesses volunta- 
of the earth, ry action. अन्त्यावयवित्व is defined as अवयवज- 
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न्यत्वे सद्मवयव्यजनकत्वम्‌ू , a thing which is produced from parts 
but does not itself become a producer of another product, such 
as ajar. Our body is such a final product, because it does not 
constitute a part of any other larger product; 
Body. and it possesses the additional character 
of being the seat of voluntary actions. चेष्टा 
is defined as ह्िताद्वितश्राप्तिपरिद्दारार्थक्रिया, an act which conduces 
to the acquisition of the desirable and prevention of the unde- 
sirable. A hand or a foots also the seat of such चेष्टा, but it 
is not a final product as it forms a part of a larger body. Body 
is divided into योनिज embryonic, and sms non-embryonic. 
The first is आुक्रशोणितमेलनजन्य and belongs to human beings, 
quadrupeds, birds etc. The second kind is possessed by insects 
born of perspiration, plants and semi-divine personages, like 
the sage Manu, who were self-born owing to the influence of 
age. This classification comprehends the whole Biology of the 
Naiyayikas. 


7. The second division of earth is organ of sense, which is 

also limited to animate nature. इन्द्रिय is 

Organ. defined as शब्देतरोद्भूतविशेषयुणानाश्रयत्वे सति 
ज्ञानकारणमनःसंयोगाश्रयम्‌. “ An organ of 

sense is the seat of that contact of mind which produces know- 
ledge, but is not the seat of any manifested special qualities 
except sound." The Naiyayika theory of perception is given 
by S. C. thus: --आत्मा मनसा संयुज्यते मन इन्द्रियेणेन्द्रियमर्थन . ततः 
yaaa. “The organ is united with the external object on the 
one hand and is on the other connected with the mind which 
acts as a link with the soul." So the contact of the mind is 
with two things at once, viz. the soul and the organ, and both 
are the causes of knowledge. The first part of the definition 
ending with सति is therefore inserted to exclude the soul, 
which is the seat of 14 special qualities,’ while the organ 
of sense possesses none. But then one might object that as 
the organs of sense such as smell and sight partake of the 
nature of their respective constituents, viz. earth and light, 


l. See quotation pp. 85-86 Supra, . 
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they must possess odour and colour, the special qualities of 
earth and light. The answer is that they do possess them, 
but the qualities are not manifested in them, and hence the 
word vs is inserted to qualify विशेषपयुण, In this form how- 
ever the definition becomes too narrow, because it does not 
apply 10 श्रोत्र, the organ of hearing, which being by hypothesis 
आकारास्वरूप possesses one उल्भूतविशेपयुण viz. दाव्द. This defect 
is removed by excluding === (दाव्देतर ) from the special qualities 
that are not manifested in an organ of sense. In this way 
the definition is made to denote an organ alone. Other and 
perhaps similar definitions of इन्द्रिय are शरीरसंयुक्तं ज्ञानकारणमती- 
न्द्रियम्‌ _, and स्मृत्यजनक-ज्ञानजनक-मनःसंयोगाश्रयत्वम्‌ .* In the first of 
these अतीन्द्रिय excludes the Soul and external objects, while 
झरीरसंयुक्तम्‌ excludes निर्विकल्पज्ञान which being अतीन्द्रिय is the 
proximate cause of सविकल्पज्ञान, In the second definition the 
words स्मृत्यजनक exclude the Soul. इन्द्रिय is of two kinds, the 
internal ( अन्तरिन्द्रिय ) which is mind, and the external ( वहिरिन्द्रिय ) 
which are five, viz. the organs of sight, hearing, taste, smell and 
touch, corresponding to the five elements. Of these the organs of 
smell, taste and hearing apprehend qualities only, while the rest 
apprehend substances as well as qualities. 


8. The third division of earth is विषय, object, which compre- 
hends the whole mass of inorganic sub- 

Object. stances. The term विषय is used here some- 
what loosely. It signifies everything that 

at any time becomes the object of our knowledge. Organs of 
Sense not being objects. of direct perception may perhaps be 
excluded from the class विषय, but organic bodies, at least of all 
the living beings beside ourselves, do become the objects of per- 
ception and ought therefore to fall under विषय. One’s own body 
being subjective (आध्यात्मिक ) may be ranked apart, but the bodies 
of other persons are as much objects of knowledge as houses or 
stones. Why then should they not be included under विषय? T he 
reason is that the word विषय is used here in a restricted sense. It 
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means those things only which are always the objects and 
never the subjects of knowledge. The bodies of living beings 
though objects of other men’s knowledge are subjective so 
far as each individual is concerned, while inanimate things 
like stones not having any knowledge of their own must 
always remain objects and objects only. This point does not 
seem to have been clearly understood by commentators, although 
the difficulty was perceived by them. S. C. for instance remarks 
“ यद्यतछक्षणं शरीरादावतिव्याप्तमिति विभाव्यते तदा रारीरोन्द्रियेभिन्नत्वमेतर 
तदनुसरम्‌ | वस्तुतस्तु झारीरादिकमपि विपय एव । भेदेन कीर्तनं ठु aed- 
वैद्याय”, that is, although the three-fold division is a cross- 
division inasmuch as the usual definition of विय ( भोगोपयोगी 
विषयः) would also apply to bodies and organs, the latter are 
classed separately for the clear understanding of beginners. 
This explanation of S, C. is of course copied froma similar 
one in Muktavali: ारीरेन्द्रिययोविपयत्वेऽपि प्रकारान्तरोपन्यासः शिष्यबुद्धि- 
"err. It is difficult to guess how such a cross-division tends 
to the easy comprehension of beginners, but probably these 
commentators, while noting that body and organ are expressly 
excluded from विपय, did not quite realize why the meaning of the 
word विपय was thus restricted, It is also significant that Annam- 
bhatta defines विषय simply as शरीरेन्द्रियमिन्न:, and thus carefully 
abstains from any reference to भोग or उपभोग. 

9. There are two other questions with regard to the extent 
of the class विपय which cannot be so easily answered. The 
first is whether atoms are included in विषय. The definition 
भोगोपयोगी would of course exclude them, for atoms being 
अतीन्द्रिय can mever be the objects of enjoyment. Besides 
other works expressly exclude them. Bhasa-Pariccheda for 
instance has :— 


विषयो दववणुकादिश्व ब्रह्माण्डान्त उदाह्मतः 1? 


On the other hand, as observed in a previous note ( Supra 
p. 106), Annambhatta would seem to include atoms under 
विषय, and the fact that he gives a definition of विषय which 


1. S. M. Cal. ed. p. 27. 
2. B. P. 37. 
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applies to atoms as well as products supports the conjecture. 
The second question is whether plants are to be classed with 
शरीर or with faq. The question seems to have very much 
exercised later writers, and there is a difference of opinion. 
Pra$astapüda includes trees under विषय, while Visvanatha, 
the author of Siddhanta-Muktavali, declares in favour of the 
opposite view.? Sankara Misra discusses the arguments on 
both sides and arrives at the only reasonable conclusion, तथापि 
चेष्टावत्त्वमिन्द्रियवत्त्वं च नोद्धिदां स्फुटतरमतो न cem Annambhatta 
_also would seem to take the same view. 


Secr. XI. आपः. 


Water is a thing having cold touch. It is of two sorts, eternal 
and non-eternal. Eternal is atom, non-eternal is the product. It is 
again three-fold, body, organ, and object. Body is in the region of 
Varuna, organ is the sense of taste perceiving savour and residing 
on the tip of the tongue; masses are rivers, seas etc. 


1. Water is defined as having cool touch. Like earth, 
water is divided, first into eternal and non- 

Water. eternal, and then into body, organ and 
mass. The watery body, is possessed by 

beings in the regions of Varuna, the organ is the organ of 
taste located at the tip of the tongue, and “the mass com- 
prehends rivers, oceans etc. This and the following paragraph 
on light closely resemble the last one treating of earth, and 
appear to have been inserted with an eye to symmetry. They 
are good examples of how a passion for analogies and sym- 
metry in everything often leads to unwarranted; and absurd 
conclusions. Because we see earthy bodies and earthy atoms, 
we are also asked to believe in watery and luminary bodies as 
well as atoms in the Varuna and Aditya regions respectively. 
Kanada defines water as रूपरसस्पर्धावल आपो zat: femur, and 








1. P.B. Ben. ed. p. 23. 

2. S. M. Cal. ed. p. 26. 

3. V. S. Up. Cal. ed. p. 214. 
4, V. S, II, 1, 2. 
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also affirms the coldness of the touch of water,’ but it is sin- 
gular that no trace of the subsequent classification is found in 
his Sitras. These details in the. case of water as well as of 
light have been supplied by commentators, whose dialectical 
ingenuity never fails to supply arguments for defending the 
grossest absurdities. The objection, for instance, that a watery 
body having no solidity, would be like a bubble of water, in- 
capable of enjoyment, is met by the reply that though such a 
body would be mainly composed of watery particles, there 
would be enough of earthy atoms in it to add consistency 
and cohesion. This watery body is held to be only अयोनिज” 
Another objection that if coldness is the special attribute of 
water how is it felt in slabs of stone, is answered by attri- 
buting the coldness to the presence of water in the stone. The 
remarks made in the three preceding notes on the last section 
as to the propriety of the division and cross-division, apply 
mutatis mutandis to this and the following sections also. For 
the qualities residing in water see quotation at p. 85 Supra. 


Sror. XII. तेजस 

Light has hot touch. It is of two sorts, eternal and non-eternal ; 
eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. It is again threefold, 
body, organ and mass; body is well-known in the Solar region 
organ is the sight which  perceives colour and resides in the 
forepart of the black pupil of the eye; mass is fourfold, earthy, 
heavenly, gastric and mineral. Earthy (mass) is fire and the 
like; heavenly is lightning etc. produced ‘from watery fuel; gastric 

causes digestion of things eaten ; mineral is gold and the like. 
1. The only variation in this section over the last two is 
the sub-division of वपय into four kinds 
Light. of light; 1 earthy, in the shape of common 
fire and the light of the glowworm; 2 
celestial, in the shape of lightning which is fed by the fuel of 
water (आप इन्धनं यस्य तत्‌), as well as sun-light, moon-light and 


2 


submarine fire; 3 gastric, which is instrumental in digesting 


: the food eaten; and 4 mineral, such as gold and other metals. 


The first two kinds are undoubtedly real fires; but it will re- 


1. V. S. II, 2; 5. 
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quire a very strong metaphor to class the latter. two among the 
luminary substances. The gastric juice is called fire because it 
consumes food ike fire, and produces heat in the body. The 
last case of luminous metals will be discussed further on. 
2. The threefold division of light and the four-fold subdi- 
vision of its third variety are taken from 
Varieties of lustre. Prasastapüda's scholium, while the origi- 
हि nal Sütras themselves contain no trace 
of them. Samkara Misra, the author of Upaskara, gives another 
four-fold division of light, viz. 1° having colour and touch 
manifested, as sun-light; 2 having colour manifested but 
touch unmanifested, as moon-light; 3 having both colour 
and touch slightly unmanifested, as the lustre of the eye; 
4 having colour slightly unmanifested, but touch fully mani- 
fested, as a red-hot potsherd.t This division is of course 
not compatible with the first, and proves that the symme- 
trical classification adopted by Annambhatta was regarded by 
Samkara Misra as an innovation of the scholiast not recon- 
cilable with the original Sūtra. It may be remarked in 
passing that the organ of sight is located by Naiyayikas at 
the top of the black ball, but modern science places it still 
further back on the retina, the black eye-balls being simply 
windows to let in external light. Another now exploded 
doctrine of the Naiyayikas was that before an object could 
be perceived, the organ of sight went out of the eye, reached 
the object and then returned back to its place carrying with it 
the impression of the object; while it is now proved that the 
organ does not go out at all but the rays of the sun falling 
on the object carry its impression to the retina of the eye. 
3. Naiyayikas have spent much argument to prove why 
gold and other metals are classed under 
Gold is light. light. The argument by which the lum- 
inosity (तेजसत्व of gold is established is 
explained at length in T. D. Gold is light because it 
can neither be earth, nor water, nor wind. Its being 
any of the last five dravyas is of course out of the ques- 
tion. Gold is not earth because the fluidity of melted 
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gold is not destroyed even by application of extreme heat, 
while the fluidity of earthy things such as clarified butter 
is generally found to vanish at certain temperature when 
there is no counteracting force. The fluidity of gold remains 
intact even in the absence of any counteracting force. Gold 
cannot therefore be of earthy nature. It cannot be water 
because its fluidity is occasional and not inherent; nor can 
it be wind as it has colour. Gold therefore is light, the 
heat and brilliancy natural to light being concealed by the 
obstruction of earthy colour and touch. The argument may 
be put in the following syllogism :— 

सुवर्ण तेजसम्‌ । असति प्रतिवन्थके$लन्तानल्संयोगे च सलप्यनुच्छिद्- 
मानद्रवत्वत्वात्‌ | यन्नेवे तन्नेव, यथा तम्‌ । 

The fallacy or rather a number of fallacies in this reasoning 
can be easily detected. In the first place, the proposition that the 
fluidity of every earthy substance must be destroyed by extreme 
heat is an arbitrary assumption based on insufficient data. Modern 
science proves that the solidity and fluidity are not definite qualities 
belonging to particular kind of substances as the Naiyayikas hold; 
but they are simply states of matter dependent on temperature. 
Thirdly the device of accounting for the non-appearance of any 
quality by the supposition of a counteracting force is often, as here, 
carried rather too far. If obstructing . causes can explain the 
disappearance of heat and brilliancy of light, why can they 
not cxplain the non-destruction of the fluidity of gold? To 
remove this objection the words असति प्रतिवन्धके are intro- 
duced in the gaara, for we often see that when there is 
an obstructing cause, even carthy substances, such as ghee 
placed in water, do not lose their fluidity. But how is it 
to be proved that there is no obstructing cause in the case 
of gold also? The difficulty of converting metals to gaseous 
state by the application of strongest possible heat seems to 
have struck the Indian thinkers early, but owing to the 
infancy of experimental sciences they did not wait to verify 
their conceptions of solidity and fluidity. They rather pre- 
ferred the easier way of solving -the difficulty by relegating 
these apparent exceptions to a different category altogether. 

TS..15 
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The Naiyayikas included the metals under तेजसू to which 
their peculiar lustre gave them affinity. The Mimdamsakas 
went further and reckoned the metals as a distinct dravya. 


Secor. XIII. aw: . 


Air has touch without colour. It is of two sorts, eternal and 
non-eternal; eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. It is 
again three-fold, body, organ and mass; body is in the aerial 
world, organ is the sense of touch, apprehending touch and spread 
over the whole body, mass is the cause of the shaking of trees etc. 

Air circulating within the body is Prana. Though one, it 
acquires different names ‘such as Prana, Apüna, etc. owing to 
( different ) situations. 

1. This section also is modelled on the three last preced- 

ing. Air is defined as colourless and 
Air, possessing touch. It is of two kinds, eternal 

and non-eternal, and again of three kinds, 
body in the regions of wind, organ of sense in the shape of 
the airy cuticle extending over the whole surface of our body, 
and object or mass in the form of the wind that blows and 
shakes trees. 


2. Another variety of air is however mentioned, called 
vital air or breath, which is nothing but 

Breath, wind moving inside our body. There is 
E a difference of opinion as to how breath 
is to be classed under wind. Prasastapada and the ancient 
school mention breath as a fourth kind of air and distinct 
from the body, organ, and mass; while later works on Nyaya 
generally include it under mass. It is doubtful what view 
Annambhatta takes, but from the unconnected manner in 
which he has tacked the definition of प्राण to the section on 
वायु, he seems to be undecided. While he divides वायु into 
three kinds only, and not into four as Prasastapada has 
done, he does not expressly class प्राण under विषय. In the 
Dipika also he carefully avoids the point, although the अव- 
तरण, “ ननु प्राणस्यं कुत्रान्तर्भावः would seem to show that. he 
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had to say something on the point. He gives, however, a 
decided opinion as to the identity of the five breaths. Although 
प्राण is mentioned as one of the five breaths, it can also. be 

used as a generic name for all of them, 
The five breaths, as the remaining four are nothing more 

than the same प्राण called by different 
names, according to the different parts of body it travels 
over and the different functions it performs. There are not 
really five breaths but only one passing through five places 
and performing five functions, each at its proper place. 
Pra$astapüda simply says क्ियाभेदादिभिरपानादिसंज्ञां wad, the first 
word आदि including स्थान. Annambhatta has improved upon 
him by employing the word उपाधि which signifies both. क्रिया 
and स्थान. The exact meaning of उपाधि will be discussed 
further on. The five breaths are differentiated by their places 
in an old verse :— 


हृदि प्राणो गुदेऽपानः समानो नाभिसंस्थितः | 
उदानः कण्ठदेशस्थो व्यानः सर्वशरीरगः ॥ 


Prana is situated in the breast, Apana in the rectum, 
Samana in the navel, Udana in the throat and Vyana over 
the whole body. 

The functions and names of the five are explained thus :— 
मुखनासिकाभ्यां निप्क्रमणप्रवेशनात्प्राणः | मलादी नामधोनयनादपानः। आहा- 
रेषु पाकार्थं वहेः सषठुन्नयनात्समान। CAST नयनादुद्रानः | नाडीघुखेषु वितन- 
amata: | These five breaths also bear mythological names :— 

SA नाग आख्यातः BA उन्मीलने TIA: | 
कृकरः क्षुत्करो ज्ञेयो देवदत्तो विजुम्भणे | 
न जहाति wa चापि सवेव्यापी धनंजयः॥ 

As the whole of this peculiarly Pauranic physiology has 
been imported into modern Nyaya works it cannot be totally 
ignored, but it is not necessary to dwell on it here any fur- 
ther. It may be noted, however, as a good example how 
Indian systematists often imported foreign material into their 
systems, and reconciled it as far as possible with their fundg- 
mentaldoctrines. |.  ., | ho) 
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3. Air has been defined as devoid of colour. and possess- 
ing touch; the first epithet distinguishes it 
Is air visible ? from the first three and the second epithet 
from the last five dravyas. The touch in 
- the air is again neither hot nor cool, and therefore different 
from the touch in light or water. Air thus occupies a some- 
what middle and ambiguous position between the visible and 
the invisible dravyas; and consequently a hot discussion has 
‘been carried on between the ancient and the modern schools 
of Naiyayikas as to whether air is perceptible or not. The 
ancients held that air cannot be perceived but can only be 
known by inference; and Annambhatta inclines to the same 
view. The argument, says T. D., that air is perceptible like 
a jar, as it possesses perceptible touch, is wrong; because 
manifested colour is a necessary condition precedent to per- 
ceptibility. A condition (उपाधि) is defined as साध्यव्यापकत्वे 
सति साधनाव्यापकः, that which is greater in extent than साध्य 
(the thing to be proved) but is not more extensive than the 
साधन or हेतु (reason). In a good syllogism the साध्य must 
always be greater than, or at least equal in extent to, the 
हेतु, ७. g. the साध्य fire should always exist wherever there 
is smoke, the हेतु. When, however, the हेतु is greater in extent 
* than the साध्य, there are necessarily found cases where the हेतु 
exists but the साध्य does not; and consequently an argu- 
ment based on that £g becomes fallacious. These cases are 
due to an उपाधि. Now let us put the above argument in 
a syllogism, and the उपाधि will at once appear:— 
चायुः प्रत्यक्षः 
प्रत्यक्षस्पशा श्रयत्वात्‌ 
यो यो द्रव्यत्वे सति प्रत्यक्षस्पर्शाश्रयः स स प्रत्यक्षः यथा घट: | 
तथा चायस्‌। 
तस्मात्तथा । 

Here हेतु is सोपाधिक because there is an उपाधि intervening 
between the wg and the साध्य. The उपाधि is उद्कूतरूपवत्त्व (the 
state of having manifested colour) and is of course greater in 
extent than the साध्य and less than the साधन. The उपाधि is greater 
than the areq because we can say यत्र द्रव्यत्वे सति वहिरिन्द्रियजन्य- 


. 
हि, = 
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्रत्यक्षत्वं तत्रोद्भूतरूपवत्त्तम्‌ , all substances visible to external senses 
have manifested colour. The words द्रव्य and afeRfaa are used 
in order to make it clear that we are talking of sensuous percep- 
tion of substances only, and thus to exclude आत्मा and percep- 
tible qualities like रूप. We cannot however assert यत्र "sm 
प्रथक्षस्परशाश्रयत्वं adaa, wherever there is tangibility 
there is manifested colour, because we know as a fact that 
air though प्रत्यक्षस्पर्शाश्रय does not possess saw. The उपाधि 
is therefore साधनाव्यापक. On account of its existence the व्याप्ति 
or major premise becomes too extensive, and the whole argu- 
ment is a fallacy. Separated from its technicalities, the 
above reasoning amounts to this: According to the hypo- 
thesis of the ancient Naiyayikas the term प्रत्यक्षत्व has a 
narrower meaning and is exclusively applied to the cases of 
ocular perception. Hence substances and qualities that are 
apprehended by other senses but are not seen by the eye do 
not become objects of perception. In this restricted sense of 
प्रत्यक्ष, namely ocular perception, it is evident that उद्भूतरूपवत्त्व 
must be a necessary condition and that air which has no रूप 
cannot be perceptible. 


The modern Naiyayikas, who affirm the perceptibility of 
air, deny this in toto, because they deny the very hypothesis 
that वह्दिद्रव्यप्रत्यक्षत्व is confined to ocular perception only, 
Their view is explained by S. C. as being af&zermmeri प्रति 
महत्त्वविशिष्ट-विभुव्याइत्त-विशेषयुणः महच्वविदिष्टोद्भतरूपोद्धतस्पर्शान्यतरद्रा करणम्‌ , 
that is, everything is perceptible that possesses some special 
quality having महत्व but not विमुत्व, as for instance mani« 
fested colour or manifested touch, combined with mag- 
nitude. On this hypothesis modern  Naiyayikas regard air 
as perceptible, as it is the object of «miq, as opposed to 
चाक्षुष, प्रत्यक्ष, but atoms are not, because they have no magni- 
tude. Annambhatta holds the ancient view and regards air as 
inferrable only. 
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= 4. The inference to prove the existence of वायु is stated at 
j length in T. D. The not-hot-not-cold touch 
-Why air is a dis- which we feel on the blowing of the wind 
tinct entity. - must reside in some substance as it is a qua- 
lity, -because the व्याप्ति, यो at au: स स किंचिदद्रव्याश्रयः is univer- 
sally true. Now the touch cannot reside in earth, because all 
earthy matter having manifested touch has also manifested colour 
which is not found here. The touch cannot also reside in water 
or light, because it is neither cold nor hot. It cannot reside in 
the four all-pervading substances, ether, time, space and soul, 
for if it did, it ought to be found everywhere. Finally it 
cannot rest in mind, bacause mind being atomic, any quality 
residing in it cannot be felt. So there must be a ninth substance, 
different from these, where this touch may reside, and that 
substance we call air. 
It is not necessary to criticise the above reasoning, because it 
‘is too evidently founded on a total ignorance of the nature of at- 
‘mosphere as determined by modern physical science. The idea 
that our atmosphere is a mixture of different gases and not one 
uniform वायु, and that it has several distinguishing properties 
besides touch and other ‘special qualities,’ never occurred to 
these Indian physicists. Roughly speaking, sft, जल and वायु 
-of the Naiyayikas may be identified with the three states of 
matter, solid, fluid and gaseous, while तेजस्‌ is a sort of material 
embodiment of the energy of heat. The Hindu physicist most 
probably did not know that heat and luminosity are the results of 
the same kind of chemical action. Luminosity or भास्वरशुरुरूप was 
classed as a variety of colour, while औष्ण्य was a kind of touch. 
5. As air is the last of the four tangible dravyas which 
are divided into eternal and non-eternal, 
“How world is the T. D. takes occasion to state the Nyaya 
7 creaetd, theory of creation and destruction of material 
" things. Motion is first produced in the atoms 
as a result of God's will. This motion produces conjunction of 
two monads giving birth to a diad. Three diads or binary 
'atoms make one tertiary. From this last is produced the quadrate, 
‘and so on, until the great masses of earth, and water,’ and 
light, and atmosphere are formed. 
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6. The destruction of things takes place in the same order, 
that is, when God wills to destroy effects, 
Process of destruc- motion is produced dividing the monads, 

tion. : and thereby destroying the binary. Thence 
follows the destruction of the tertiary, and 
so on, until the mass of earth becomes extinct. This is the 
process of creation and destruction which is unanimously accepted 
by all Naiyayikas; but there is a difference of opinion between 
the ancient and the modern schools as to the precise cause 
which immediately brings about the destruction of things. 
The old traditionists (संप्रदाय ) held that with one exception 
the destruction. of effects is immediately brought about by the 
destruction of their causes, the exception being the binaries 
which are destroyed, not by the destruction of their causes, 
i.e. the monads which are indestructible, but by the destruc- 
tion of the union of the monads or primary atoms. In other 
words, the binaries are destroyed by the dissolution, and the 
subsequent products by the destruction, of the parts compos- 
ing them. The dissolution of parts no doubt occurs in the latter 
cases also, but there it is itself the result of the destruction of 
parts. The moderns object to this multiplicity of causes on the 
ground that it is simpler (लाघव) to assume only one uniform 
cause in all cases, namely, the dissolution of the union binding 
the parts, than to suppose one cause for the binaries and 
another for other effects. In their opinion, therefore. there is 
only one cause of the destruction of all effects, namely the 
dissolution of the union which is the असमवायि कारण or non- 
intimate cause of the product. 


7. The difference between the two views is much more 
radical than appears at first. According to the former view, 
the process of destruction always proceeds from cause to effect 
i. e. the destruction of parts always precedes the destruction 
of effect. When the monads are separated, the binaries are 
necessarily destroyed, and the destruction of the latter as neces- 
sarily involves the destruction of the tertiaries. In this man- 


ner the final product is destroyed the last just as it is the 
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last to be produced. Now this is diametrically opposed to the 
view held by other schools of Indian philosophers, especially the 
"Vedantins. Badarayana in Brahma-Sütra गा, 3, 14 expressly 
says that the process of destruction is just the opposite of 
that of creation; that is, the final product is destroyed first, 
then its parts, then their parts respectively, until we arrive 
at the ultimate causes. In other words, destruction is accomp- 
lished by the successive resolution of things into their com 
ponents. This is in accordance with the rule warranted by 
our experience that analysis or division proceeds in a con- 
trary way to synthesis or composition, whilst the Naiyayika 
theory lays .down that the building and the pulling down 
processes are accomplished- exactly in the same way. This 
means that as we build a house from the foundation to the 
top, we should pull it down in the same order. This is 
certainly an impossibility; for, as Samkaracarya in his com- 
- mentary on the above-mentioned Brahma-Sutra justly points 
out, if the destruction of effect follows that of parts, there 
must be an interval when the parts have vanished but the 
effect remains. Where could the effect reside in this interval? 
Not on the intermediate parts which are already extinct, nor 
on the ultimate atoms between which and the final effect 
there is no direct connection. The existence of the effect in 
the absence of the parts is as absurd as it would be impossible 
to take away the foundation of a house without bringing 
down the roof. The theory of destruction laid down by the 
ancient Naiyayikas is therefore opposed to reason as well as 
experience. But the view of the moderns is not so incon- 
sistent with the natural order of things. Their theory that 
destruction of effects is produced by the dissolution of -the 
union of parts is equally reconcilable with the old Naiyayika 
doctrine and the Vedantic doctrine, according as we conceive 
the process of destruction to begin from the non-intimate cause 
of zaa and. end with that of the final product, or vice versa. 
The old Naiyayika theory is positively opposed to the order 


of nature, while the modern is reconcilable with it. 
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8. The Naiyayikas accept the ` old mythological idea of 
two cosmic dissolutions, an अवान्तरप्रल्य (intermediate dissolu- 
tion) when all tangible products only are destroyed, and a` 
महाप्रलय (universal dissolution ) when all things, material and 
immaterial, are merged in the primum mobile, that is, the 
atoms. These periodical creations and destructions, says T. D., 
are proved on the authority of the Sruti text घाता यथापूर्व- 
मकल्पयत्‌ , ‘the Creator made the creation as before,’ the word 
* before? implying that there was a previous creation of which 
the present one is a copy. 


9. This is a convenient place for an explanation of the 
Naiyayika परमाणुवाद or Indian atomic 
The doctrine of theory, as it is essentially connected with 
atoms, the evolution and ultimate form of the first 
four substances. The Nyaya theory of crea- 
tion and destruction as explained above presupposes the exis- 
tence of atoms, while the division of earth, water, light and 
air, into eternal and non-eternal is founded on the same 
fact. T. D. therefore properly asks and answers here the 
question what is the proof for the existence of these atoms 
on which so large a part of Nyaya and Vaisesika doctrines 
seems to be based. The argument briefly put by T. D. may 
be explained thus: Every visible thing is composed of parts, 
for a thing in order to be visible must have three dimen- 
sions, length, breadth and thickness; and these dimensions 
necessarily presuppose smaller parts. A line has length be- 
cause it is a succession of many points, while a surface has 
length and breadth because it is a series of lines placed 
side-ways. A mathematical point on the other hand having 
no dimension can never be perceived and is really speak- 
ing nothing but a notion. Having established this universal 
and self-evident proposition that every visible thing has parts 
(यत्र यत्र Waren तत्र सावयवत्वं यथा पटे), we get the 
further axiom, also proved by experience, that every object 
having parts is divisible into any number of smaller parts. 
From these two axioms we come to the conclusion that by 
TS..16 
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‘gradually dividing and subdividing a thing howsoever 18726, 
we can arrive at particles as minute as we please. But the 
same experience which gives us the above two self-evident 
axioms puts a limit to our power of division, and we find 
that beyond a certain limit we cannot go on dividing a par- 
ticle ad infinitum. In modern times Chemistry has increased 
this power of division largely but still it is not indefinite, 
and science is forced to assume a limit on which it bases 
all its calculations. This limit is the परमाणु of Nyaya and 
the atom of European scientists, the smallest of the 
smiall, and the ultimate constituent of all matter in 
the universe. Human mind cannot think without having 
‘some purely simple notions which it combines into complex 
ideas, and these simple notions must have their counterparts, 
‘such as the atoms, in the eternal world. This is the genesis 
of the atomic theory, and the Naiyayika argument to prove 
‘the existence of परमाणु is essentially the same, although clothed 
in the phraseology of their peculiar dogmas. The smallest visible 
particle is the mote in the sunbeam which is called त्यणुक, त्रसरेणु, 
or चुट, that is a tertiary atom. This mote being visible must 
have parts. Each of these parts again, called zaya, is divi- 
sible into smaller parts because it produces the large mag- 
nitude in the त्रसरेणु, just as the thread of a large piece of 
cloth is itself divisible. To explain this it must be noted 
-here that in Nyaya theory the महत्त्व, magnitude, is a dis- 
tinct species of dimension from aua, and cannot therefore 
‘be produced from it. If zav had no parts and were itself 
the ultimate particle, its अणुत्व would have been incapable of 
producing the महत्त्व of त्यणुक; while by assuming a further 
subdivision of gaya into two atoms, we can account for the 
magnitude of sya by saying that it is the number of atoms 
composing the binaries forming a त्र्यणुक, and not their aga, 
that gives rise to the latter’s magnitude. It is for this reason 
‘that while two atoms make one binary molecule three 
‘binaries are thought necessary to make up tertiary. The 
‘number two only intensifies in the product the परिमाण of 
'each part; and thus the compound oftwo binaries, which are 
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अणु, would be अणुतर i. e. still more minute, and not महृत्‌ as 
the त््यणुक really is. Therefore the number of binaries compos- 
ing the quh is fixed at three to account for its magnitude, 
while, no such reason existing in the case of gaya, the number 
of its parts 7. e. the atoms, need not be more than two. Hence 
the mnemonical couplet जारसूर्यमरीचिस्थं यत्सूक्ष्मं इश्यते रज:। तस्य 
पष्ठतमो भागः परमाणुः स उच्यते The atom is the sixth part 
of the little mote which we see in the sunbeam coming 
through window. 


10. The question then arises—In what respect does the अणुत्व 
of a binary differ from अणुत् of an atom? That the two 
are different cannot be disputed, because atoms being parts of 
binaries must be smaller, and also because their परिमाण has 
a distinct name पारिमाण्डल्य which is never applied to bina- 
ries. Now, according to the law that like produces like, the 
aga of 4 द्वयणुक must be greater in degree than the wiR- 
माण्डल्य of a परमाणु, that is, a binary must be more minute 
than the atom, which is absurd. To obviate this difficulty 
as well as that about the महत्त्व in saya, the Naiyayikas 
make an exception of atoms and binaries to the usual rule 
that the magnitude of the product is nothing but the magni- 
tudes of parts intensified so many times. They assert that 
the magnitude of the product is produced by any one of the 
three causes, viz. the magnitude, the number, or the parti- 
cular arrangement of parts. Kanada, in the aphorism कारण- 
agata, by the च in which according to commentators we 
are to understand the two other causes कारणमहत्त्व and प्रचय- 
विशेष, Jays down this multiplicity of causes, and expressly 
distinguishes अणुत्व from महत्त्व in the next aphorism. While 
the महत्त्व of products from =g% upwards is caused by कारण- 
महत्त्व as well 45 प्रचय, अणुत्व is caused by बहुल or number of 
parts only. But here comes the question why we should 
stop at the sixth part of त्रसरेणु. There seems to have been a 
difference of opinion as to why we must go even so far. 
Some are for stopping at zag% and others at afé or sqm 
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even, but no one appears to go beyond the परमाणु, except, 
of course the Vedantins and the Samkhyas who deny the 
परमाणुवाद altogether. The necessity of stopping at this limit 
is of course founded on the usual argument of regressus 
ad infinitum. If we have to stop somewhere it is better that 
we should stop at the earliest limit available; for, as T. D. 
puts it, if this परमाणु also is a product of still smaller parts, 
there will be अनवस्था. The same argument is often put in 
another way. Why isthis jar distinct from or larger or 
smaller than the piece of cloth or that jar? The answer is 
that the constituent parts of this jar ate different or more 
or less numerous than those inthe other. The parts of each 
are again larger or smaller according as they contain more 
or less sub-divisions. Reasoning in this way we find that 
a mountain is far bigger than a mustard seed, because the 
number of ultimate parts, that is the atoms, is much larger 
in the first than in the second. These ultimate particles 
must be all indivisible and of equal magnitude, because so 
long as there are degrees of size amongst them, there will 
be a possibility of reducing the larger to the size of the 
smaller, that is, there will be further division. The indivisi- 
bility of atoms necessarily implies that they are all of equal 
size. It is nothing but their greater or smaller number 
therefore that can make one thing, like the mountain Meru, 
big, and another thing, like a mustard seed, small. To cal- 
culate these numbers we must have a common unit like 
परमाणु. If we, however, do not recognize परमाणु and go on 
dividing ad infinitum, the number of parts in both things 
will be equal but the parts will vary in magnitude, and the 
question why one is larger than the other will ever remain 
unsolved. Thus the parts in both the Meru and the mustard 
seed being always the same in number, namely infinite, 
there is no reason why the one thing should differ in size 
from the other, and perfect equality ought to exist between 
the two ( मेरुसषैपयोस्वुल्यत्व्रसञ्गः). If however, we fix upon a 


a 
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unit like परमाणु, we can easily account for their different 
magnitudes by the varying number of atoms in each. It can 
be easily guessed from this that the statement made above 
that a magnitude of a thing depends on the number (aga) 
or the size ( महत्त्व) or the peculiar arrangement (प्रचयविशेष ) 
of its parts was only provisional, the real cause in all cases 
being the number of ultimate parts, while the latter two 
causes were simply the variations of the first. This may 
perhaps account for their omission in the original aphorism 
of Kanada} 


11. A third but not a very convincing argument for pro- 
ving the necessity of atoms may be stated in Dr. Roer's words— 
“To say that the point where the end is obtained is not 
eternal would be to admit the production ofan effect from a 
thing which is not in the connection of intimate relation, 
Therefore this point is eternal. As the continual progress 
from one great thing to another still greater finds its end 
in the assumption of the sky and other infinite substances, 
so there must also be ultimately a cessation of the progress 
from small to a smaller thing. Thus the necessity of atoms is 
proved ”.? 


12. Such is the परमाणुवाद which originally distinguished 
Vaigesika philosophy from others, and which 

Atomic theory in ‘Was afterwards imported into various other 
India and Greece, systems. It closely resembles the doctrine 
of atoms which found acceptance with several 

Greek philosophers. Leucippus considered the basis of all 
bodies to consist of extremely fine particles, differing in form 
and natuie, which he supposed to be dispersed throughout space 
and to which the followers of Epicurus first gave the name 
of atoms. To these atoms he attributed a rectilinear motion, 
in consequence of which such as are homogeneous were 
united, whilst the lighter ones were dispersed throughout 
space. The universe was made of matter consisting of 
ultimate ‘indivisible atoms which are indestructible and 
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eternal. Empedocles and Anaxagoras did not exclude mind 
and spirit from this atom-born universe, thus partially agree- 
ing with Kanada who excludes spirit but includes mind and 
intellect in matter. Leucippus and Democritus excluded 
both. Epicurus added nothing to the doctrine. The परमाणुवाद 
of Kanada also materially agrees with the modern atomic 
theory of Dalton on which the whole science of chemistry 
may be said to be founded. The conception of atoms 
simple as it seems when once comprehended, is one of the 
most subtle and shows a considerable advance of philosophical 
thought. The doctrine has been sharply criticized by 
Samkaracarya and other Vedantic writers and their criticisms 
have greatly tended to diminish its popularity; but the credit 
_of originality is none the less due to the philosopher who first 
discovered it. 


———— 


5४807, XIV. आकाशास. 


Akasa or ether is that which has sound for its (special ) 
quality. It is one, all-pervading and eternal. 


This definition of ether differs from the preceding four 
in that the word गुण is inserted in it, when 
Akasa or ether. the author might have as well said शाब्दवत्‌ 
or झाब्दसमवायि आकाशम्‌. What is then the 
propriety of the word sw? V. V. and S. C. explain it 
as intended to controvert the doctrine of Bhatta Mimamsakas 
that sound is a substance and not a quality; but the explana- 
tion is rather far fetched. That of N. B. and Nilakantha 
is better, namely that the word gm is used for विशेषगुण and 
implies that sound is the special quality of ether and ether 
alone, as distinguished from all other substances. Colour 
and other qualities are found in several substances, and even 
odour, the special quality of earth, is often associated with 
water and air; but sound is always confined to ether. 
‘Hence the author defined carth as simply गन्थवती while 
he defines ether as शब्दगुणम्‌ . As to the Mimamsa 
doctrine that sound is substance, it is already denied 
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by the mention of शब्द among the gunas. Akasa is also 
defined as संयोगाजन्यजन्यविद्षेषयपुणसमानाधिकरणविज्ेपाधिकरणम्‌ ,' i. e. 
ether is the seat of that particularity (विशेष ) which coexists 
with a special quality (sound) that is created but not pro- 
duced from conjunction. Ether, being eternal and all-pervad- 
ing, has a ày of its own, but this विशेष is distinguished from 
that of soul, as it is accompanied by a created special quality 
i. e. sound, and hence the qualification जन्यविशेषयुण etc. But 
then the particularities in atoms are also accompanied by 
created qualities and hence they have to be excluded by the 
further epithet संयोगाजन्य, the special qualities in atoms such 
as पाकजरूप being often अझ्निसंयोगजन्य. This elaborate defini- 
tion therefore ultimately amounts to the same as are. 
Ether is the best available though not quite accurate English 
equivalent for Akasa because it resembles the latter in being 
an all-pervading and imponderable substance. Ether, how- 
ever, carries light and heat only, and not sound, which func- 
tion is assigned by modern science to the atmosphere. Ether 
therefore resembles Akasa in all respects, except its special 
quality of producing sound. Both ether and Akasa are sub- 
stances proved by inference, that is, their existence is pre- 
sumed in order to account for certain natural phenomena, 
such as the diffusion of light and sound which are other: 
wise inexplicable. 
2. Kanada’ concludes sound to be the sign ( लिङ्ग ) of Akasa 
by process of exhaustion, because no other 
Why sound is the ‘substance is capable of having sound as its 
attribute of Akasa. quality. The question in what respects 
Akasa differs from Dik will be discussed 
under Dik. The fact seems to be that the names of the 
five elements including Akasa came down to the Naiyayikas 
from a very ancient source and that they had no choice 
but to recognize them if they wanted to preserve their or- 
thodoxy. They only assigned to each such place and func- 
tions as harmonized with their own physical theory of the 
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universe. Our author mentions three characteristics of Akasa, 
that it is one, all-pervading, and eternal. The epithet one 
implies that the mention of numerous Akasa such as घटा- 
काश and मठाकाश in common parlance is due to उपाधि and 
cannot be real. Being one and emitting sound everywhere, 
ether is necessarily all-pervading; and being all-pervading 
it must be eternal also. Being ñg Akasa is अतीन्द्रिय, 
imperceptible and therefore known only by inference. The 
syllogism may be put thus: शब्दः प्रथिव्यायष्टद्रव्यातिरिक्तद्॒व्याश्रितः। 
अष्टद्रव्यानाश्रितत्वे सति समवायिकारणवत्त्वात्‌ | यन्नेवे यथारूपम्‌। 

3. T. D. defines विसुत्व, all-pervasion, as सर्वमूतंद्रव्यासंयोगि- 

त्वम्‌, contact with all corporeal objects. 
Vibhutva, Corporeality ( मूर्तत्व ) again is defined as 
परिच्छिन्नपरिमाणत्त्वम्‌ , the quality of having 
definite dimensions. ric is defined by N. B. as क्रियावद्द्व॒न्य- 
त्वम्‌. Corporeal substances are thus either those that have 
definite dimensions or that have motion. The second defini- 
tion practically amounts to the same as the first, because 
action or motion implies movement of either the parts or 
the whole from one place to another, and that is not possible 
unless the substance is limited in space. The corporeal subs- 
tances are five: earth, water, light, air, and mind. They and 
their common properties are enumerated as follows :— 
क्षितिर्जळं तथा qa: पवनो मन एव च । 
परापरत्वमूतत्वक्रियावेगाश्रया अमी ॥' 

These, however, do not constitute a separate class as they 
come under Udayana’s exception, cross-division. The class 
of five qd dravyas crosses with that of five भूत dravyas, the 
first four being common to both, but मनसू of the one class 
being replaced by आकाश in the other. The distinction between 
मूत and भूत is simple. मूतं dravyas are corporeal substances 
that are limited in space and have definite dimensions; while 
the भूत dravyas are not necessarily so. They are simply ele- 
mental substances which singly or by combination among them- 
selves become the material causes of all the products in the world. 


1. B P. 24. 
2. Vide supra, p. 92 note, 
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मनसू though atomic does not produce anything else and is 
not therefore भूत, while आकादा though all-pervading produces 
sound. The other four substances are of course both भूत and 
"zd. aaa is opposed to fige (all-pervasion), भूतत्व to ari- 
रहितत्व or अविकारित्व ( invariability). Soul is only a substratum 
of knowledge and not being its material cause cannot be either 
भूत or मूर्त. 
Srcr. XV. काळः. 

Time is the (special and instrumental) cause of the use of 

(words ) past etc. It is one and all-pervading. 


1. Annambhatta’s definition of time is very simple and is 
best for all practical purposes, although it 

Time. labours under the fault of being merely a 
verbal one. This and the succeeding defi- 

nitions based on व्यवहार are convenient descriptions of the 
things and are sufficient for their identification, but they do 
not convey the full connotation of the terms. व्यवहार is defined 
by V. V. as वाक्यप्रयोगरूपः 7. e. statements such as past time 
and future time. The word ẹg here, as well as in the following 
definitions where it is applied to व्यवहार, is to be understood 
in the restricted sense of असाधारणानिमित्तकारण, special and 
instrumental cause. Time is the instrumental cause of व्यवहार, 
as distinguished from Akasa which is its material cause. व्यवहार, 
of course, is nothing more than words or sound. Similarly, 
time is the special cause of व्यवद्दार alone, as distinguished on 
the one hand from all other effects of which time is only 
the general cause ( साधारणक्रारण), and on the other, from space 
and other things which are enumerated as साधारणक्रारणानि along 
with time, and which are therefore the general. causes of all 
effects including व्यवहार. Thus the word wg, when taken in 
the above restricted sense, frees the definition of time from 
three faults, viz. an अतिव्याप्ति on ether, a second अतिब्याप्ति on 
space and other general causes, and an unnecessary restric- 
tion (अव्याप्ति ) in calling time the cause of one thing only 
when it is really the cause of all effects, The definition in 
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the text, being based on common usage of certain words, 
teaches us nothing new about the thing itself. The utmost 
that it tells us is that time is some unknown entity which is 
necessary to explain why we speak of certain occurrences as 
past, others as present and others as future. The fact of there 
being a common usage of those terms is proved by our daily 
experience, and the Naiyayika, finding no better way of explain- 
ing it, assumes an independent substance, which is its source 
but about the real character of which he is as much in the dark 
as those who deny the substance altogether. 

2. Another and apparently more accurate definition of time is 
that given by Visvanatha:— 

' जन्यानां जनकः कालो जगतामाश्रयो मतः | 
परापरत्वघीहेतुः क्षणादिः स्यादुपाधितः ॥ 

This is compressed into परापरव्यतिकर-यौगप्यायौगपथ-चिरक्षिप्र- 
प्रय्ययकारणं द्रव्यं काल: | that is, time is the substance which is 
the (instrumental ) cause of our cognitions of priority or post- 
eriority. simultaneity or otherwise, slowness or quickness.’ 
The only material difference between this and Annambhatta’s 
definition is that the latter’s व्यवहार (common usage) is 
substituted by saa (cognition). According to Annambhatta 
time is the cause of व्यवहार, that is a certain kind of speech 
or language; while according to Visvanatha and others it 
is the cause of a certain kind of cognitions or mental notions. 
Now as language and thought are identical, or rather as 
language is but the outward expression of thoughts, both defini- 
tions practically amount to the same thing. There can be no 
outward expression unless there are mental notions previously, 
while according to many no thinking is possible without the aid 
of language. Anything therefore which is an essential element 
of the one must be so of the other also. Annambhatta stops 
short at Janguage and is therefore safe; Visvanatha in going a 
step further to thought, treads on debatable ground; for one may, 
while accepting the instrumentality of time to व्यवहार asa broad 
and indubitable fact, deny that an independent entity like time is 
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the cause of our particular cognitions. For ought we know, 
the cognitions may be due to other causes and when produced 
they constittue a separate class the common property of which 
we denote by the word time. It is therefore obvious that 
Annambhatta was wise in purposely making his definition simple 
and somewhat vague. 


3. The question what is time essentially, apart from its 
being the cause of any व्यवहार or थी, remains to be answered; 
and it has remained unanswered till now in spite of the vari- 
ous speculations of Indian and European philosophers. Among 
the Indians, Samkhyas denied the existence of an independent 
entity like time, including it under a@kasa, while some modern 
Naiyayikas identify time and space with God. Time being an 
incorporeal and imperceptible substance is only inferrible. The 
argument may be stated thus: परत्वापरत्वे सासमवायेकारणके | 
भावकायत्वाद्धअरवत्‌ It must be remembered that time being 
संयोगरूप is the असमवायिकारण of the qualities परत्व and अपरत्व, 
which have the substances in which they reside for their mate- 
rial causes. The संयोग with which time is here identified 
is the contact of रविक्रिया or तपनपरिस्पन्द (motions of the sun) 
with material objects like घट. Theseॉmotions of the sun con 
stitute the Upadhis that mark the divisions of time such as 
moments, days and months. ^ 

4. Time is regarded as one, all-pervading and eternal entity 

like AkaSa, its particular divisions like 

Time is cternal and those of Akasa, being due to  Upadhi 

all pervading. and therefore unreal. Here Annambhatta 
probably means to deny the doctrine of 

a section of Naiyayikas who assign reality to moments only, and 
regard time in general as merely a collection of such moments. 
It is clear from the above that the Naiyayikas did not apply 
the test of a searching analysis to the conception of time, 
just as Kant for instance has done in modern times. In his 
Critique of Pure Reason, Kant arrives at the conclusion that 
the conception of time as well as those of space and causa- 
lity are ultimate facts lying at the basis of all experience and 
are derived from intuition only. We cannot account for.it by 
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any theory founded on experience, because experience itself 
is possible only when we have first the idea of time. It 
seems the Naiyayikas had a faint notion of this fact, which 
they roughly expressed by saying that time isthe cause of 
speech ( व्यवहार ) or thought ( धी ). 
Secr. XVI. faz 
Space is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of the employ- 
ment of words East, etc. It is one, all-pervading and eternal. 
1. The definition of space in the text is modelled on 
that of time. Visvanatha gives a more 
Space, comprehensive and accurate definition, 
दूरान्तिकादिधीहे तु, the cause of (our) no- 
tions of far and near. Another definition of space given 
in Sarv. D. S. is more technical, अकालत्वे सत्यविशेषुणा महती, 
*space is that which not being time is extensive and is 
devoid of any special quality’. Space, like time, is one, 
all-pervading and eternal, while its varieties which are 
counted four or ten or any larger namber, are due to Upadhi. 
The conception of space very nearly corresponds to that of 
time, although the two things can be sufficiently distinguished 
to make them separate entities. The remarks as to time 
in the preceding notes apply mutatis mutandis to space also. 
The difference between time and space is slight but clear. 
Time is the cause of कालिकपरत्व, space of देशिकपरत्व. The 
उपाधि which diversifies time is production, or in fact, any 
kind of action, while the उपाधि in the case of space is contact 
with corporeal objects, seqart क्रियामात्रं वा कालोपाधिः। मूर्तमात्रं 
दियुपाधिः (S. C.). This means that the divisions of time are 
determined by production and destruction of things, while 
those of space by the greater or smaller number of visible 
objects that intervene between two spots. 
2. Another distinction between time and space is :— 


नियतोपाध्युन्नायकः कालः | अनियतोपाध्युन्नायिका दिकू ।* 


1. B.P. 46. 
2. Sarv. D. S. Calc. ed. p.104. 
3, V. S. Up. Calc, ed. p. 115. 
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The relations of time are constant, for when a moment 
of time is said to be present or future with reference to any 
object or event, it is always so; while the relations of space 
are often varying, that is, the spot of ground, which may be 
eastward of one thing at one time, might be westward of 
the same thing at another or of a different thing at the 
same time. This means that the divisions of time are fixed 
and settled, while those of space are relative only. This 
is not, however, quite correct, for the relations of time are 
in fact as varying as those of space. The same object or 
event which is past in reference to one moment may be 
future or present with reference to another. The only 
positive assertion that we can make about the two concep- 
tions is that they are complementary to each other and 
cannot vary at the same moment; that is, we can speak of 
different times only with reference to a particular spot, and 
of different spaces with reference to a specific moment of 
time. Like time, space is inferrible only, the inference 
being expressed in the form: देशिकपरत्वापरत्वे सासमवायिकारणके । 
भावकार्यत्वाद्धटवत्‌ . 

3. It may be asked in what respect Dik differs from 

Akasa and why the two are separately 

Akééa and dik. recognized. Of coure as treated in the 

i Nyāya system the difference between the 

two is too patent. Akasa is a भूतद्रव्य, Dik not; Akasa is the 
material cause of sound and has a special quality; Dik does 
not produce sound and has no special quality; Dik resembles 
time in being the general cause of all effects while Akasa 
like earth and other material substances, produces one kind 
of effect only, namely, sound. Akasa belongs to the region 
of matter, Dik to the province of mind; Akasa has an 
objective existence, Dik is known by subjective experience 
only. In this way the two can be easily differentiated, but 
the question goes deeper. The objector will admit that 
ether and space, as conceived by the Naiyayikas may be 
different entities, but he may still ask, why they are con- 
ceived so different at all. In what respect do they differ 
essentially; and if one is dropped, cannot its functions 
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be assigned to the other? It is not easy to answer the ques- 
tion in this form, because the coneptions of ether and space 
are exteremely vague and general. It appears, however, that the 
Naiyayikas recognized the two entities, because they could not 
reconcile the notion of a material cause of sound with that of 
a general cause of all effects. A thing which produces a posi- 
tive material quality like sound must be material; but then 
it cannot be the instrumental cause of mere relations like परत्व 
and अपरत्व, which constantly vary and have, so to say, only a 
mental existence. Besides it is possible that Akasa had already 
taken its place in the popular mind as one of the five elements 
before the time of Naiyayikas, and they had therefore no choice 
but to incorporate it into their system, while they invented a 
new substance called Dik to account for ideas and notions, that 
could not be attributed to Akasa as it was then conceived. 
Whatever may be the case, the distinction between the two as 
defined in the Nyaya system is perfectly clear. 


Secr. XVII. आत्मा. 


The Soul is the substratum of Knowledge. He is two-fold, 
Human and Supreme. Of these the Supreme Soul is the all- 
powerful, Omniscient God, devoid of pleasure and pain. The 
Human Soul is different in each body and is all-pervading and 
eternal. 

1. The eighth substance is Soul, which is defined as * the 

substratum of knowledge.’ The word अधि- 

Soul, करण here implies that the knowledge re- 
sides in the soul by intimate relation 

(समवाय ); otherwise the definition might overlap time and 
space, which are the receptacles of all things (सर्वाधार ) by 
atten and देशिक relations respectively. This soul is of two 
kinds, Supreme and Human, of whom (तत्र) the Supreme 
Soul, namely God, is One and Omniscient, while the Human 
Soul is all-pervading, eternal and different in each body. 
‘The soul being अमूर्त is inferrible only, the argument being 
that the existence of organs of sense and their appropriate 
objects implies a distinct knower who can use them, करण- 
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व्यापारः सक्र्तृकः । करणव्यापारत्वात्‌।  छिदिक्रिय़ायां वास्यादिव्यापार- 
aa! The activity of organs must have an agent to account 
for it, for every instrument requires an agent to handle 
it, as for instance, an axe in cutting. Kanādas aphorism 
likewise runs इन्द्रियार्थ प्रसिद्धिरिन्द्रियार्थ भ्योऽर्थान्तरस्य wg! The 
followers of Gotama, however, confine this inference to the 
Supreme Soul only, holding the Human Soul to be capable of 
being perceived. Another argument to prove the existence of soul 
is वुद्धयादयः  प्रथिव्यादष्टद्रव्यातिरिक्तदव्याश्रिता: | पृथिव्याद्यष्टद्रग्यानाश्रितत्वे 
सति yam. । aad, तन्नैवं यथा रूपादि । The soul has to be infer- 
red because a substratum is wanted for the qualities बुद्धि सुख 
दुःख इच्छा द्वेष प्रयत्न धर्म and अधर्म, which cannot reside in any 
one of the eight inanimate substances, earth etc. 

2. As souls are innumerable it may be said that they 
constitute a class and have a common property आत्मत्व, 
residing in all of them. आत्मा therefore may be defined as 
आत्मत्वसामान्यवान्‌ Or अमूर्तसमवेतद्रव्यत्वापरजातिः. According to 
the latter definition, soul is a species of substance having a 
common property that is intimately connected with an 
incorporeal thing. As there are four incorporeal substances, 
ether, time, space and soul, of which the first three being 
single do not form a class, आत्मत्व will be the only sub-class 
0† द्रव्यत्व that is intimately connected with an incorporeal 
thing. To this definition, however, some might object on the 
ground that as Supreme and human souls are dissimilar 
in every respect, they cannot be huddled together in one 
class, and there cannot therefore be any common जाति as 
आत्मत्व; atleast such a जाति will not reside in ईश्वर. The answer 
to this objection is that possession of knowledge is a property 
common to both kinds of souls, whatever be their other diffe- 
rences, and it is sufficient to make आत्मत्व a जाति covering both the 
Supreme and the human souls. This is implied in such general 
Vedic texts as आत्मा वा अरे द्रष्टव्यः The argument is characteris- 
tic and very important too. It is characteristic because it shows 


1. V. S. III. 1, 2. 

2, T. K. p. 3. 

3. Sarv. D. S. Calc. ed. p. 101. 
4. S. M, Calc. cd. p. 37. 
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how a single common property often suffices the Naiyayikas to 
form a class notwithstanding that the individuals might dis- 
agree in all other respects. The argument also explains the 
anomaly of including two such quite distinct and dissimilar 
things as Supreme and human souls under one category. No 
two conceptions can be more opposed to each other than those 
of God and the human soul. One is Omniscient and One, the 
other is ignorant and numerous. One is the Creator and 
Master of the universe, the other is the slave and the plaything 
of fate. One is entirely free from pleasure and pain, the other 
is subject to all transient passions. Almost every attribute, that 
can be predicated of one is necessarily denied of the other. And 
yet the Naiyayikas have grouped both of them together, because 
they have the single common characteristic of possession of know- 
ledge. This knowledge again is different in both, being eternal 
in the Supreme, and evanescent in the human souls, but that does 
net necessarily make the two souls totally dissimilar. This seems 
to be-the reason why Annmabhatta has given ज्ञानाधिकरणत्व as a 
general definition of आत्मा in preference to others that are debata- 
ble. The word चेतन्य (life ) also seems to be purposely avoided in 
defining आत्मा, because in the wider sense of the term even plants 
have चेतन्य, but they fall under विपय as they have no आत्मा accord- 
ing to a section of Naiyayikas. चैतन्य can be identified with आत्मा 
in its narrower sense only, namely, conscious life. 
3. The method of grouping God and man together as subdivi- 
sions of one category as well as the argument 
Are the Vaisesi- with which it is defended appear somewhat 
kas atheists ? arbitrary and have led some writers to sus- 
pect that the आत्मा in the original aphorisms 
of Kanada meant जीवात्मा only, and the inclusion of God or परमात्मा 
under the same category. was due to commentatorial ingenuity. It 
is said that all the descriptions and arguments to prove the exis- 
tence of soul evidently apply to जीवात्मा, while there is no clear and 
specific mention of God in the aphorisms of either Kanada or 
Gotama.! Some have argued from this circumstance that both the 
Nyaya and the Vaisesika systems were at first atheistic. 


1. Bannerjea's Dialogue on Hindu Philosophy, p. 147 et. seq. 
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Without, however, going so far we might assume that the 
guess is not very wide of the mark and Kanada and Gotama 
might have at first purposely excluded God from their sys- 
tems, not as being totally non-existent, but as being beyond 
and above the phenomenal world with which their systems 
were chiefly concerned. Possibly the aphorists confined them- 
selves to a classification and discussion of sublunary things 
only without minding the supernatural agency, while com- 
mentators considering this as a defect, supplied the omission 
by inserting God under the only category where it was pos- 
sible to do so. Thus, for instance, while Prasastapada says 
nothing about God, his commentator Sridhara classes God 
along with the human soul, although the former has six and 
the latter fourteen qualities. Whatever be the truth, the 
Naiyayikas do not attach much importance to the inclusion 
of God under आत्मन्‌ and always speak of Him as an in- 
dependent entity whenever occasion requires. When they 
speak of soul, they generally mean जीवात्मा only. This is 
another illustration how a love of symmetry and completeness, 
which characterises Indian systematists, often overrides their 
philosophical accuracy. The student should also note the 
fact that soul is here mentioned as one of the substances, 
along with earth, water etc. Nothing can show better the 
materialistic tendency of Nyaya philosophy than this inclusion 
of spirit under the same category as dead matter. 


4. The T. D. supplies a deficiency in the text as it were 

by stating in full the celebrated Naiya- 

Existence of God. yika argument to prove the existence of 
God. The argument is a reply to an 

atheist, like Carvaka or Bauddha, who absolutely denies the 
existence of God because there is no positive proof of it. 
God, say the atheists, cannot be perceived, because, being 
a colourless substance, He is not the object of external 
senses; nor can He be perceived mentally, as He is far re- 
moved from pain and pleasure felt by the soul. God can- 


1. P. B. Ben. ed. p. 10. 
TS..18 
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not also be inferred as no similar instance can be given to 
support the inference. As to आगम or testimony it is use- 
less, first because it is not universally accepted as a valid 
proof, and secondly because the Vedas themselves depend for 
their authority on God and cannot therefore prove His exis- 
tence. Our author denies this and declares the existence of 
God provable by inference based on the universally accepted 
principle of causality. The argument is :— 


क्षित्यङ्करादिके कतृजन्य | कार्यत्वात्‌। यद्यत्कार्य तत्कतृजन्य यथा घटः | 
Every effect must have an agent; 

The universe is an effect; 

It must have an agent. 


. This agent is called God. It should be noted that this 
argument is founded on several assumptions; viz. 1 that 
the relation of causality is universal, i. e. every effect must 
have a cause; 2 that every product must have a sentient 
and intelligent producer; 3 that this world is such a pro- 
duct and 4 that its producer must be such an extraordinary 
Being as God. The first, says the Naiyayika, is a self- 
evident axiom, known to us intuitively as it were, and cor- 
roborated by experience. The second is proved by daily 
observation, because we see that a jar is made by a potter 
and a piece of cloth is woven by a weaver, without whom 
they could not have been produced. Creation results from 
some kind of motion in the atoms, and motion requires 
previous effort or volition. This last being the quality of 
sentient soul only, it follows that no creation is possible 
unless there is a sentient being pre-existing to set the parti- 
cles .of matter in motion. The third assumption, that this 
world is a product, is also based on observation. Plants and 
animals are products because we see their birth, growth and 
death. These occurrences cannot be spontaneos, and there 
must be some hidden agency to prompt them. Besides 
they happen with such a remarkable regualarity that one 
is forced to think that the agency directing them must 
be an intelligent one, and not simply Adrsta, fate or 


SECT. XVII. ] ` Notes 139 


destiny, which is assumed to be a universal cause of all creation. 
Thelast premise necessarily follows from the preceding ones, 
because a Creator of this multifarious universe must be Omnis- 
cient and Omnipotent, and in fact must possess all attributes 
usually ascribed to God; otherwise he will be either incapable 
of creating or be himself liable to creation and destruction. 
This reasoning is of course powerless against an opponent who 
denies any one of the above premises or the validity of the 
common experience on which they are founded. 

5. T. D. defines «ju as उपादानगोचरापरोक्षज्ञानचिकीर्पाकृतिमत्त्वम्‌ 
i. e. the agent is one who possesses (three things), an intimate 
cognizance of the material cause, a will to act, and.an effort. 
The three attributes ज्ञान, इच्छा and कृति are closely related to one 
another as cause and effect. There cannot be an effort (कति) 
unless there is a will, and a will to produce can only arise when 
there is previously direct cognition of the material cause on 
which the will is to operate. अपरोक्षज्ञान is required because mere 
knowledge of an absent ( परोक्ष ) material cause such as earth in 
a pit or cotton on the tree, will not suffice. The material must 
be at hand and under the agent's control at the time of creation. 
It is suggested by some and with great plausibility, that the 
definition of ads may be confined to इतिमत्त्वम simply, as कृति 
being the final stage necessarily presupposes the other two, ज्ञान 
and इच्छा. It follows that the Creator of the universe must have 
direct knowledge of the atoms of all substances, must have a will 
to create, and also power to bring about such a creation. He 
must therefore be Omniscient and Omnipotent. 


6. The weakness of the argument to prove à Creator lies in 
the third and the fourth of the aforesaid four assumptionswhich 
are not accepted by many. How do we know for instance that 
this universe is a product? Individual things in the world may 
be products in our common acceptation of the term, but that 
does not necessarily prove that the whole is a product too. The 
whole does not always share the nature of the parts, as for 
instance in a windmill although each particle moves, the whole 
is stationary. Secondly, our human experience being limited 
we cannot positively say that everything in this world is 
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a product and that there is nothing which is not produced. 
Thirdly, Naiyayikas themselves accept several eternal things 
such as atoms, ether, time, space, souls and minds. If these are 
eternal, they cannot be products and can have no Creator. If 
they are excepted, the Creator of the remainder cannot be 
omniscient and omnipotent. Anyhow the Naiyayikas’ theory of 
God is inconsistent with their other doctrines. Fourthly, since 
every intelligent agent must have a will, God also must have 
desire and the consequent feelings of pleasure and pain. He 
cannot therefore be much better than frail mortals. Lastly, to 
call this world a product or effect is begging the whole question ; 
or cause and effect being merely correlative terms, a thing cannot 
be called effect unless and until its cause is proved. The universe 
therefore cannot be called a product unless you first independently 
prove the existence of its Creator. Such are some of the objections 
advanced by the Vedantins and other monistic philosophers against 
the theological argument of the Naiyayikas. The controversy as 
to an independent Creator of the Universe ultimately resolves 
itself into the distinction between dualism and monism. 

7, The student will do well to master the full armoury of 
Nyaya arguments by which the existence of a personal God outside 
the universe is proved. These arguments or proofs are summed up 
by Udayanacarya in the following verse :—— 

कार्यायोजनध्टत्यादेः पदात्‌ प्रत्ययतः Ba: | 
वाक्यात्‌ संख्याविरोषाद्च साध्यो विश्वविदृव्ययः ॥! 

“From effects, combination, support etc., from traditional arts, 
from authoritativeness, from Sruti, from sentences thereof, and 
from particular numbers—an everlasting Omniscient Being is to 
be established. ??? 

The first of these eight or nine arguments to prove the 
existence of God is the same as the one discussed above, 
viz. that a Creator is necessary to account for this pheno- 

menal world. The second आयोजन or ‘combination’ is ex- 
plained as the action which produced the union of two atoms 
forming the binary compound at the beginning of creation, 








1, Kus. V, 1. 
2, lbid. Gowell's Trans. Bib. In. p. 64. 
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and which being action, required an intelligent actor. The 
third proof, ‘ support’ means that the world depends upon some 
Being who prevents it from falling. The etc. (आदि) includes 
destruction of the world and presupposes a destroyer. Pada 
here means पटादिसंप्रदायव्यवद्दार, that is, traditional arts of we- 
aving cloth etc. which could have been invented at first only 
by some intelligent being. * Authoritativeness’ is a certain virtue 
inherent in the Vedas whereby they produce right knowledge 
in us, and therefore implying a Being who imparted that virtue. 
- The proof of Sruti establishes a Being who made the Vedas 
what they are. Again the Vedas consisting of sentences must 
have been produced by some author just as Mahabharata and 
other books. The last proof, ‘number’, requires a little expla- 
nation. It is held that the magnitude of a binary is produced 
not from the infinitesimality (पारिमाण्डल्य) of atoms but from 
the number (two ) of the atoms composing the binary;’ and 
it is also a Nyaya doctrine that the conception of duality and 
subsequent numbers are produced in things by an effect of the 
mind. The duality therefore which produced binaries at the 
beginning of creation must have been first conceived by 
some intelligent being existing before creation. Number is 
thus a proof of the existence of God. Udayanacarya also 
establishes God’s existence in another way, namely, first 
by proving Adrsta or destiny and then arguing that the 
inanimate destiny must have some intelligent Being to re- 
gulate it. Many of these arguments of Nyaya writers are 
identical with those given by Aristotle and widely used in 
modern times by Paley and the Christian divines. The idea 
of God or a Supreme and Omniscient Creator of the world 
which: was at first rather faint in the Sutras, came to occupy an 
important place in the Nyaya system as developed in later times. 
8. Nyaya writers, while unanimous on the point of God's 
existence, do not agree as to his attributes. 

God’s attributes. Some hold that God can make creation 
although He has no body owing to ab- 

sence of any Adrstain his case; others say that God may be 





l. Sec note p. 123 Supra; and P. B. Ben. ed. p. 131. 2. Kus. L 4. 
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sometimes endowed with a body (as in the various incarna- 
tions by our Adrsta just as a woman gets a body accord- 
ing to the Adrsta of her husband. A third school calls the 
atoms the body of God; and a fourth assigns that honour 
to ether. A fifth section conceives God to be formed of 
two bodies, the Creator and the thing to be created, at the 
beginning of creation; while a sixth one reaches the climax 
by giving a body to God in the same way as a devil gets 
one for itself by possessing some human medium. All these 
speculations are due to attempts to overcome the difficulty 
how a Creator could create without having a physical body as 
well as organs of sense and action. The Nyaya enumerates 
eight special qualities of God, namely, number, (the greatest ) 
dimension, severalty, conjunction, disjunction, intellect, desire 
and effort. The Supreme Soul differs from the human in 
not having pain, merit and demerit; but there is a con- 
troversy, as to whether He has pleasure. The modern Naiya- 
yikas hold on the authority of texts, such as faq विज्ञान- 
मानन्दं ब्रह्म, that God enjoys eternal happiness just as He 
has eternal knowledge, while the ancients interpret the word 
आनन्द as meaning simply दुःखाभाव, and deny any positive 
pleasure or pain to God. Annambhatta as usual appears to 
prefer the ancient view; and hence probably the epithet ga- 
दुःखादिरहित which is found interpolated in some Mss. of T. S. 


9. Having proved the existence of God, T. D. defines 

the human soul as सुखाद्याश्रयः, thereby ex- 

Human Soul. cluding God who is devoid of pleasure 

or pain. जीव is also described variously 

as इन्द्रियाद्याषिष्ठाता, or बन्धमोक्षयोग्य or जन्यज्ञानवान्‌ ; --]। these 

epithets are merely contradictories of the attributes of God. 

The human soul can be easily proved to be distinct from 

body or organs, and also to be numerous, eternal and all- 

pervading. The Carvakas say that our body itself is the soul, 
because our self-consciousness ‘I am a man’ ‘I am a Brahman’, 
relates to the body; but it is not so, because the self remains 
the same although the body changes as it grows from in- 
fancy to old age. Besides we have the opposite consciousness ‘my 
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body’, ‘my head’ etc. and we feel no diminution of self 
even if parts of body such as arms or legs be cut off. Others 
maintain that the soul is identical with organs of sense as 
is proved by our consciousness ‘Iam blind’ ‘Iam deaf’; 
but this is also not true, for the deprivation of any one or 
all the organs does not injure the soul. Again if the organs 
were soul, there would be as many different souls in the body 
as there are organs of sense, and besides, says T. D., we 
should not have, as we have now, the identity of consciousness 
that the same person, i. e. I, who saw the jar at a former 
time, touch it now. Nor is mind the soul, as mind being 
atomic would be incapable of simultaneously apprehending many 
objects. The soul is therefore something different from all 
these. The human souls are conceived to be numerous, 
and not one as the Vedantins hold, in order to account for 
the variety of experiences of pleasure, pain etc. in different 
bodies. The same soul, however, passes through several bodies; 
otherwise we cannot form certain impressions and habits 
(such as the sucking of a new-born child) that seem to 
come to us intuitively as it were, and are really derived 
from our experience in previous births. Plurality of souls is thus 
reconciled with the doctrine of transmigration. It follows 
from this that the human soul is eternal, for otherwise he 
could not pass through several births without losing his 
identity. He must also be all-pervading, for he can neither 
be atomic nor of any intermediate magnitude. If atomic he 
could occupy only a minute spot in the body and thus could 
not simultaneously feel pleasure or pain at distant parts 
of the body. If the soul had an intermediate magnitude 
he would be liable to destruction by the enlargement or 
diminution of that magnitude. Again, how is this middling 
magnitude to be determined? It would be either the same 
size as the body, as the Jainas hold, or it would be different, 
being larger or smaller. In the latter case the soul would 
be too large or too small to exactly occupy the body as he 
should. In the former case the difficulty arises as to how a 
soul which was small in the small body of a child could 
increase when the child grows to manhood; and similarly 
how the same soul which in one birth was of the size of an 
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elephant could in another birth be accommodated in the 
body of an ant. If it is said that the size varies, then it 
is not the same soul, and there would be different souls not 
only in different births but even at different stages of life. 
Hence the soul must necessarily be regarded as all-pervading. 
To this last supposition an objection may be made that 
each all-pervading soul would occupy all bodies and that 
the experiences of all beings would be cognized by every 
individual. The answer to this objection is that the soul 
though all-pervading cognises things, not by himself, but by 
contact with a mind which is separate and confined to each body. 
6. There is one point with respect to जीव which being 
controversial seems to have been purpo- 

How do we know sely omitted by T. D., namely whether 
soul ? जीव is perceived or is only to be inferred 
like ether and other incorporeal substa- 

nces. The followers of Gotama hold that जीव is perceptible by 
the mind because it is the object of such mental cognitions as 
‘Iam happy’ or ‘I am unhappy’. The Vaisesikas maintain 
that जीव is not perceptible even mentally, because the cognition 
‘Iam happy’ refers not to the pure Ego, but to the quality 
of pleasure or pain which thus becomes the sign of the exist- 
ence of जीव. A still greater objection to the perceptibility of 
soul is that he being the perceiver of everything cannot perceive 
himself, the knower and the known being always different. जीव 
is therefore only inferrible, the inference being सुखादिसाक्षात्कारो 
द्रव्याश्रित: । युणत्वाद्रपवत्‌. जीव may also be inferred from the 
existence of organs of sense, or of qualities such as aig which 
can reside in soul alone. Several of these so-called *signs' of 
soul are enumerated in Kapida’s aphorism— प्राणापान-निमेपोन्मेष- 
जीवन-मनोगतीन्द्रियान्तरविक्ाराः सुखदुःखेच्छाद्वेपप्रयत्नाश्चात्मनो लिङ्गानि. Annam- 
bhatta seems to favour the Vaifesika view of the inferrible 
character of soul, though he does not explicitly say so. The 
human soul has 14 special properties, for which see quotation, 


pp. 85-6 Supra. 


1 V.S. III, 2, 4. 
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Mind is the organ which is the instrument of the cognition 
of pleasure etc. Being assigned to each soul, 
Mind. it is countless, atomic and eternal. 


1. Etymologically mind is not simply the instrument of 
thought, (मन्यतेऽनेन), but in reality its functions are much 
more extensive, because it is not only the direct cause of 
internal experience, such as that of pleasure and pain, but is 
also an aid in the perceptions of external senses. The Naiyayi- 
kas, Strangely enough, give much prominence to the latter two 
functions of the mind, and entirely subordinate, if not actually 
deny, its character as the instrument of thinking. Even taking 
these two functions assigned to mind, it has a double character. 
It is both an organ of sense itsclf, and an accessory to other 
organs. Annambhatta's definition, being founded on the former 
of these two functions, distinguishes mind from other organs 
which give knowledge of external objects only, while mind 
brings about internal cognition of such things as lie beyond 
the province of the other organs. Hence the word उपलब्धि is 
purposely used here in the restricted sense of direct internal 
cognition; while साधन means an instrumental cause, By 
सुखादि, V. V. remarks, are to be understood all qualities 
that reside in the soul by intimate relation, and which could 
therefore be perceived by mind alone. The word इन्द्रिय is 
purposely inserted in the definition to exclude soul as well 
as the conjuction of mind with soul, both of which are 
instrumental in bringing about the cognition. If we, how- 
ever, take the word साधन in the strict sense of a करण, the 
word इन्द्रिय seems to be unnecessary and may be dispensed 
with; for आत्मा will be excluded as being the agent and not 
the करण proper of a cognition, while आत्ममनःसंयोग being 
व्यापार is distinct from the करण. Perhaps the word इन्द्रिय is 
introduced to contradict.those theorists who refuse to call 
mind an organ; but of this later on. . 

T. D. gives another definition, स्पर्शरहितत्वे सति क्रियावत्त्वम्‌ 
which, though technically correct enough, does not give us 
much insight into the nature of the thing defined. Of the 
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five intangible substances, ether, time, space, soul and mind, 
the last alone, having a limited dimension, can act, while the 
first four being all-pervading can never have any motion. Mind 
being thus intangible and corporeal is only inferrible, the 
inference being, as usual in such cases, drawn from the 
functions assigned to it. The mode of reasoning is to assume 
a certain cause to account for such effects or phenomena 
as are known to be undoubted facts and cannot be explained 
in any other way. The argument for mind is सुखादिसाक्षा- 
त्कारः करणसाध्यः | जन्यसाक्षात्कारत्वाचाक्षुपसाक्षात्कारवत्‌ . Kanada 
and Gotama give two different proofs of mind which are if 
possible even more convincing than the above. Kanādas 
aphorism आत्मेन्द्रियार्थसंनिकर्पे ज्ञानस्य भावोऽभावश्च मनसो लिङ्गम्‌ ? 
gives as a proof for mind the fact that knowledge is pro- 
duced or not according as there exists or not the conjunc- 
tion of mind with soul, organs and objects. Gotama lays 
stress on the fact that our cognitions are always successive 
and never simultaneous : युगपञ्ज्ञानानुत्पत्तिर्मनसो लिङ्गम्‌ . म There 
can be only one conjunction at a time, and therefore a 
succession of cognitions such as we daily experience can be 
possible only with an intermediate link like the atomic mind. 

2. The minds are as innumerable as there are human 
souls, one being assigned to each of the latter. The word नियत 
is interpreted by V. V. so as to include both the principal 
and the accessory functions of the Mind-अत्र समवेतकारणत्वे सल- 
समवेत भोगकारणत्वं नियतत्वशब्दार्थः* i. e. the word नियत implies 
the instrumentality of mind both to the cognition of those things 
that are intimately united with soul, as well as of those that 
are not so united. More probably it implies that the same 
mind is always associated with the same soul and accom- 
panies him through his successive births; otherwise we can- 
not account for survival of impressions acquired in previous 
births. It may also be mentioned here that some assume 
मनस्त्व as a जाति residing in all individual minds, while 
others deny it. 


1 S. 0. loc. cit. 2 V.S. III, 2, 1. 
3 G. S. I, 1, 16. 4 V. V. loc. cit. 
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3. The.most important property of mind is its infinite- 
simality (avq), because it is necessary 

Its magnitude, to explain its chief function, that of acting 
as a connecting link between the soul 

and the external organs. The Mimdamsakas hold mind to be 
all-pervading, and their argument is मनो fgg | स्पर्शासन्ता- 
भाववत्वादाकाशवत्‌ , or मनो विसु । विशोपयुणञून्यद्रव्यत्वात्‌ कालवत्‌ , 
or मनो fas । ज्ञानासमवायिकारणसंयोगाधारत्वादात्मवत्‌ . ¦ This infer- 
ence by analogy, however, is contradicted by our experience, 
for if mind were all-pervading it would be in contact with all 
organs of sense at once, and there would be a variety of per- 
ceptions simultaneously. Not only so, but as this contact of 
mind with the senses would continue always, there would be 
no sleep or cessation of knowledge. The contact of mind with 
the organs must therefore be occasional and voluntary, and the 
mind therefore must have a limited magnitude so that it can 
be attached to and severed from the organs at pleasure. The 
argument employed by T. D. is a little different and is not 
quite correct, If mind were all-pervading, there would be 
no contact of mind with the all-pervading soul, for it is a 
Nyaya doctrine that two all-pervading substances can never 
be mutually in contact. To this the Mimamsaka has an ` 
obvious reply that he does not accept the Nyaya doctrine, 
and therefore there is no impossibility of आत्ममनःसंयोग in 
his theory. T. D. thereupon urges that if such a contact 
between two all-pervading things were admitted it would be 
eternal and continuous, and there would be no sleep. The 
Naiyayikas can account for sleep by supposing that it is induced 
when the atomic mind enters a particular vein in the body, 
called पुरीतत्‌; but the Mimamsaka cannot do so, for even as- 
suming that आत्ममन:संयोग ceases as soon as mind enters the 
पुरीतत्‌, there will be still some portion of it outside as, being 
all-pervading, the whole of it could never be contained in 
पुरीतत्‌ , and the contact of this out-lying portion with soul 
would never cease. The weakness of this argument of T. D. 
lies in the assumption that the contact of mind with soul 





1 V. S. Up. Calc. ed. p. 165, 
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ceases as soon as the former enters पुरीतत्‌; but no reason 
is given for this assumption. Even granting that the mind 
is atomic, the continuity of its contact with soul cannot be 
prevented, for the soul being all-pervading must be present 
wherever the mind may be situated. The difficulty in fact 
will be greater, for in this case the Naiyayika cannot take 
shelter behind his doctrine of non-contact of  all-pervading 
things. This difficulty is sought to be removed by the 
arbitrary assumption that the contact of mind with soul 
ends at the mouth of पुरीतत्‌. As a matter of fact if the 
soul is all-pervading it should be present in, as well as 
out of the पुरीतत्‌, and the contact of mind with it should 
never cease. An alternative assumption to account for the 
same phenomenon of sleep is that there is no त्वगिन्द्रिय in 
पुरीतत्‌, and that contact of mind with cg is a necessary 
condition for all knowledge, त्वड्धनःसंयोगो ज्ञानसामान्ये कारण- 
faad: ;? but this is as arbitrary as the above. The argument 
based on आत्ममनःसंयोग is not therefore as satisfactory as 
the other one based on इन्त्रियमनःसंयोग. The phenomena of 
sleep and knowledge can be sufficiently accounted for by 
conjunction and severance of mind with organs of sense, 
even if the आत्ममनःसंयोग is continuous. 


4. The Naiyayika theory of sleep already hinted above 

is peculiar. पुरीतत्‌ is an intestine some- 

Theory of sleep. where near the heart and conceived as a 

sort of a fleshy bag in which the mind 

remains during sleep. The process is thus described by 
Dinakarabhatta :— 

“ प्रथमं सुपुप्यनुकूलमनःक्रियया मनसा55त्मनो विभागः, ततः AAT: 
संयोगनारा:, ततः पुरीतदात्मकोत्तरदेशोन मनसः संयोग उत्पद्यते; सैव सुपुप्तिः . ¦ 
The पुरीतत्‌ as well as the theory of sleep based upon it are 
not, however, pure inventions of the Naiyayikas. Both are 
more or less fully described in ancient writings, and the 
originality of the Naiyayikas consists simply in the way they 
adapted them to their own psychological system. Texts like 


1 S. M. Calc. ed. p. 48. 
2 Din. Bomb, cd. p. 125, 


Pee a Res 


E 


3-059 a: 





SECT. XVIII. ] Notes 149 


“aq यदा सुपुप्तो भवति यदा न तस्य च वेद हिता नाम नाड्यो द्वासप्ततिठ 
सहस्राणि हृदयात्‌ पुरीततमभिप्रतिष्ठन्ते ताभिः प्रत्ववसृप्य पुरीतति aa’? had 
already formulated a physical theory of sleep which all orthodox 
schools were bound to accept, modifications being permitted only 
where the Sruti was silent. The above text of Brhadaranyakopas 
nisad, for instance, vaguely says that he or it entered from 
the heart to the पुरीतत्‌ by way of seventy-two thousands of arte- 
ries; and hence the Vedantins take that he to be जीव, while the 
Naiyayikas take it to be मनस्‌. This पुरीतत्‌ , which is said to be 
joined to the heart by 72000 feeder arteries, is also called सुपुम्ना 
नाडी by Yogins and Vedantins, who describe it as opening at the 
top of the head called ze and as being the path by which the 
soul of a ज्ञानी passes out of the body to the solar region.* The Nai- 
yayikas of course with their usual shrewdness adopted only so much 
of this anatomy as suited their perpose and substituted mind for 
the पुरुष of the original. The notion of this entrance of the think- 
ing element into some narrow vein near the heart was probably 
derived from the observed slackening of the blood circulation in 
the arteries, and the consequent slower palpitations of the heart 
during sleep. Anyhow modern anatomy and physiology donot 
support the theory. 


5. Whether the word fă is inserted in the definition of 
mind to exclude आत्ममन:संयोग or to repudiate 

Js mind an organ ? the doctrine of an opponent, it is certain 
that both the Nyaya and Vaisesika schools 

agree in calling mind an इन्द्रिय; or rather the Nyaya ex- 
pressly says so and the dogma is imported into the Vaise- 
sika system as one that is not explicitly repudiated by 
Kanada, according to the maxim अप्रतिपिद्धमनुमतं भवति. Mind 
must be called an organ, because it is the instrument of in- 
ternal perception. Other doctrinaires, and especially the Vedantins 
deny इन्द्रियत्व to mind. As the point has considerable bear- 
ing on the Nyaya definitions of perception and inference 





1. Brh. Up. IV. 1, 19. 
2. Sürkara-Bhüsya on Brahm. Sut. III, 2, 7. 
3, Vat. on G. S. 1, 1, 1. 
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as well as on some other kindred topics, it will be worthwhile 


here to explain it once for all. saa wiil be presently defined 
as इन्द्रियार्थसंनिकर्षजन्ये ज्ञातम्‌. If the mind is not इन्द्रिय, the 
definition will not cover perception of pleasure and pain, while, if 
mind is इन्द्रिय, it will overlap on अनुमिति which also results from 
contact of mind with external objects such as the mountain and 
smoke. It will be scen further on how Naiyayikas get out of this 
dilemma, but the fact that it arises has sufficed the Vedantin to 


deny इन्द्रियत्व to mind. The chief consideration, however, which ° 


weighs with the Vedantin is authoritative texts of Sruti like “ इन्द्रि- 
येभ्यः परा ह्यर्था अर्थेभ्यश्च परे मनः "1, in which mind is not only men- 
tioned separately but placed on a higher level than the organs there- 
by implying that mind is not इन्द्रियः As to the other horn of the 
dilemma, namely that mental perception will not come under 
the given definition of waa, Vedantins escape it by repudiating 
the Nyaya definition of perception itself as incorrect.” It must also 
be remembered that though the later Naiyayikas stoutly maintain 
the इन्द्रियत्व of mind, the doctrine is not expressly stated in either 
of the Sutras. While Kanada is admittedly silent upon it, Gotama 
does not include mind in the last of organs, but mentions it sepa- 
rately among his Prameyas.* After all the controversy seems to be 
nothing more than a battle of words. So long as all are 
agreed in distinguishing mind from the five external organs, and 
treating it as an entity by itself, it does not matter whether you 
call it इन्द्रिय or अंतःकरणबृत्ति or anything else. If mind is an organ, 
it is an internal organ ( अन्तरिन्द्रिय ) quite distinct from the external 
organs, while if it is not an organ it is so much akin to one that it 
shares many of its properties and functions. 





Kath. Up. III, 10. 
Vedanta-Paribhasa Calc. ed. p. 3. 
G. S. I, 1, 12. 

G. S. I, 1, 9. 
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39507. XIX, रूपम्‌ . 


Colour is the ( special) quality which is cognised by eye 
alone. It is of seven kinds, and resides in earth, water, and 
light. .All the seven are found in earth, pale white in water, and 
brilliant white in light. 


1. The definitions of colour, savour and touch are taken 
from  Pra$atapada's scholium with the 

Colour, exception of the words मात्र and गुण. The 
latter words seem to have been suggested 

by Sridhara’s comment.! The word मात्र excludes number which 
is cognised by eye as well as touch; while aor excludes on one 
side sat which is dravya, and on the other रूपत्वजाति, it being 
a rule that the जाति and अभाव of a thing are perceived by the 
same sense as the thing itself. But the प्रमाभित्तिसयोग, being a 
guna, will still come in; and to exclude it therefore the word गुण 
is interpreted as विशेपगुण, special quality, although T. D. seems to 
take the word in the general sense. Why then, one might ask, 
insert मात्र when संख्या too like संयोग might be excluded by taking 
झुण in the sense of विशेपयुण ? The answer is that मात्र is also 
necessary to exclude सांसिद्धिकद्रवत्व. This is obviously a refinement 
of a latter commentator (S. C.), for T. D. does not notice it. V. V. 
is not satisfied with the definition in the text, hedged as it is with 
so many qualifications, because परमाणुरूप which is imperceptible to 
the eye is not included in it. V. V. therefore proposesas a better 
definition त्वगय्नाह्म-चक्चर्याह्म-युणविभाजकधर्मवत्त्वर्‌ . The prefix amna 
serves the purpose of मात्र; while by saying युणविभाजकधर्मवत्त्वम्‌ , 
which is the same as युणत्वावान्तरजातिमत्त्वम्‌ , instead of mere युणत्बम्‌ , 
we include परमाणुरूप which has a गुणत्वावान्तरजाति, namely रूपत्व- 
जाति, although it is not ier itself. The purpose can equally 
be served by adopting the enlarged definition suggested by T. D. 
to exclude संयोग. It is needless to remark that ग्ण or cognition 
means here our ordinary cognition, and not the supernatural per- 
ception of Yogins who can perceive anything by any organ of 
sense they please. Samkara Misra? gives four necessary conditions 





1. P. B. Ben. ed. p. 104 et seq. 
2. V. S. Up. Calc. cd. p. 201. 
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for the perception of colour, viz. 1. large magnitude (महत्पारिमाण), 
2. visibility (sz), 3. not being overpowered ( अनभिभूतत्व ), 
and 4. the property ana. The colour of atoms is not perceived 
because atoms have not a large magnitude; the whiteness of the 
eye is not pereived because it is अनुद्धूत ; the whiteness in common 
fire and the lustre of rubies are unperceived owing to their being 
overpowered by earthy matter; while savour and touch are un- 
.perceived because they have no रूपत्वजाति. The modern theory 
first propounded by Newton is that colour belongs to light only and 
that ray of white light contains all the primary colours which can 
be separated by à prism of glass. An object appears to have the 
colour which it reflects. The colours of earth and water are there- 
fore not their own, but are derived from the particular rays reflect- 
ed from them. 


2. Colour is of seven kinds, white, blue, yellow, red, green, 
tawny and variegated. This enumeration 
Varieties of of seven colours is not known either to 
Colour, Prasastapada or Sridhara, and is probably 
borrowed from some later writer. The last 
variety being a mixture of the preceding six, it is naturally asked 
why चित्ररूप is recognized separately. Instead of supposing a new 
colour why cannot, says the objector, चित्ररूप be called simply a 
mixture of several colours, and a variegated piece of cloth be 
simply designated as having so many colours? To this T. D. replies 
that, colour being a व्याप्यवृत्तिधर्म, there cannot be several colours 
in one and the same object. 


A व्याष्यतरृत्तिधर्म is defined as स्वसमानाधिकरणालन्ताभावाप्रतियोगी 
धर्मः, i e. a quality which never co-exists with its own अलन्ताभाव 
( absolute negation ) in one and the same object. The opposite 
of this is an अव्याप्यदृत्तिधर्म which is a quality that resides in a 
portion of the object only, and is therefore co-existent with its own 
absolute negation residing in another portion of the same object. 
Thus when a monkey sits on the top of a tree, the monkey touches 
the top only and not the root of the tree. The कपिसंयोग is therefore 
said to be अग्रावच्छिन्न, residing in the top, while its अलन्ताभाव is 
मूलावच्छिन्न, residing in the root of the same tree. This संयोग is 
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therefore an. अव्याप्यत्रत्तिधम. व्याप्यन्त्तिवर्म is a quality which 
covers the entire thing and not a part of it only, like the whiteness 
or blueness of a jar which resides in all its parts. 


If चित्ररूप be only a collection of several colours, each individual 
colour will be अब्याप्यवृत्ति, i. e. partial, while there will be no one 
colour covering the whole. What of it if there be not, rejoins the 
objector; can we not still perceive the piece of cloth by means of 
the colours of its parts? You cannot, says the author, for there is 
no colour in the piece of cloth as a whole, and without a colour you 
cannot perceive an object. But are there not so many instead of 
one colour in the piece? "They are useless, replies the author, 
to make it visible, because individually they reside in parts only 
while collectively they do not form one quality of the whole, it 
being a peculiar doctrine of the Naiyayikas that a collection 
( समुदाय ) is not a thing by itself apart from its components. A 
समुदाय , if it exists apart from its parts, would be a product, 
different from its parts; but where would it then reside? Not in 
each part, nor in all put together, since it is distinct from all of 
them. समुदाय is therefore not distinct from the parts and is, like 
द्वित्वादिसंख्या, only a प्रर्याप्तथर्म i. e. a conjoint attribute. Such being 
the case, a collection of several colours cannot by itself constitute a 
quality which would make the piece of cloth visible. But here a 
question arises, why is a colour at all necessary for the perecption 
of a thing? Let the condition precedent for perceptibility be not 
रूपवत्त्व, possession of colour, but रूपवत्समवेतत्व, the state of being 
intimately united with things having colour. So although the piece 
of cloth may not have a colour of its own, it isin intimate union 
with parts that have colour, and will be therefore perceptible. The 
objection to this view is that such a condition precedent ( रूपवत्सम- 
‘aaa ) for perceptibility is unnecessarily elaborate and therefore not 
preferable to the usual one रूपवत्त्व. The result of this discussion is 
that we:must recognize an independent चित्ररूप to account for the 

perceptibility of a variegated piece of cloth. 


3. The definition and divisions of रूप must have already 
shown to a critical student that the Naiyayika conception of रूप is 
somewhat restricted. It is clear that what we ordinarily call the 
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form of shape or thing ( आकारविदेप), such as its roundness or 
squareness, is not comprehended under रूप. It neither falls under 
any one of the seven colours, nor does the definition चकषुर्मात्रग्राह्म- 
gä apply to it, for form can be apprehended by the eye as well 
as by touch. Hence रूप 15 translated here by ‘colour’, although in 
popular parlance it signifies form as well. Under what head then 
would this form go?  Naiyayika call it simply an अवयवसंस्थान- 
विशेष, particular arrangement of parts, and as such would probably 
include it under संयोग, Other scholastics such as the Vedantins do 
-not regard form as in any way distinct from the thing or its parts; 
for, they say, we recognize the same identical person ‘in a देवदत्त 
standing and a xazx sitting although the arrangements of his 
limbs ( अवयवसंस्थान ) are different in the two cases. The point is 
noticed here simply to clear a possible doubt. 


4. Colour of all sorts resides in earth, while water and light 
have only one kind, namely white. The 

Distribution of whiteness of light, however, being brilliant, 
colours. differs from that of water, which is not so. 
The meaning of the passage is clear; but 

curiously the reading in the majority of the copies of the text is 
unsatisfactory if not actually corrupt, rendering the passage almost 
unintelligible. Only two Mss. in fact give the correct reading 
which is adopted in the text, others mostly reading अभास्वर aH and 
भास्वरं Zs, and thus apparently making अभास्वरं and aret indepen- 
dent attributes of रूप and not qualifications of whiteness as they 
really are. There are no separate colours like भास्वर and अभास्वर, 
but the words are introduced to distinguish between the particular 
sort of whiteness that resides in water and that which resides in 
light. Even with the reading भास्वरं a we can no doubt get the 
right meaning by taking भाखरं to be an adverb modifying the 
adjective =; but then the construction becomes extremely 
awkward. In any case there ought to be no doubt as to the real 


meaning of the passage. 
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350". XX, XXI, XXII, रसः, गन्धः, स्पशः. 


Savour is the quality apprehended by tongue; it is of six 
kinds : sweet, sour, saline, pungent, astringent and bitter; it resides 
in earth and water; earth contains all the six varieties; water only 
the sweet. ‘ 

Odour is the quality apprehended by the nose; it is fragrant 
and non-fragrant, residing in earth only. 

Touch is the quality apprehended by skin only; it is of three 
kinds : cool, hot, and tepid, residing in earth, water, light and air; 
of these cool touch is ( found) in water, hot in light and tepid 
in earth. 

l. The three qualities of savour, odour and touch are here 

grouped together as they are treated sym- 

Savour. metrically. कडु and तिक्त mean pungent and 

bitter respectively, and not vice versa, as 

Ballantyne translates them wrongly. Earth has all varieties of 

savour, while water has only one, viz. sweet. Other tastes, such as 

sourness and salt, which are sometimes apprehended in water, are 
due to the dissolution of earthy matter in it. 

2. Odour is apprehended by the nose and is of two kinds, frag- 

rant and non-fragrant, residing in earth only. 
Odour. चित्ररस is not recognized because we never 

experience it, the several savours when mixed 
in one substance being in reality apprehended separately and one 
after another. चित्रगन्ध and चित्रस्पश are impossible because their 
varieties are mutually repellent, and cannot therefore reside in one 
substance at one time. The word मात्र is omitted in the definitions 
of रस and गन्ध as unnecessary because the two organs apprehend 
their respective qualities only and nothing else. It is, however, 
necessary in the definition of «rj, for the sense of touch appre- 
hends other qualities besides touch, such as number and conjunction, 
which are also perceived by the eye. The word avr is retained in 
the three definitions to exclude the जाति respectively residing in 
the three qualities, viz. रसत्व, गन्धत्व and स्पदीत्व. It is needless to 
remark that the three definitions are to be understood as जातिविशिष्ट 
(e. g. रसनग्राह्मजातिमान्‌ ) in order to include the qualities in atoms, 
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3. Annambhatta following old authors divides स्पर्श into three 
kinds, hot, cold, and temperate : but some 
Touch, others are for recognizing चित्रस्पर्शं also, the 
reason given being the analogy with colour 
( चित्रस्पर्शेस्तु रूपस्थलीययुकत्या स्वीकरणीय एवः). चित्रस्पर्श, however, is 
not so possible in the three-fold division as in the theory of those 
who divide सई into numerous kinds such as :— 
कठिनश्चिक्कणः geo: पिच्छलो gga: | 
उष्णः शीतः सुखो दुःखः खिग्धो ag एव च | 
एवं द्वादराचिस्तारो वायव्यो गुण उच्यते ॥? 

The idea seems to be that the eye and the organs of touch being 
the chief organs through which most of our perceptive knowledge is 
derived, चित्ररूप and चित्रस्पर्श have to be recognized to account for 
the perception of a whole having variegated parts. No such nece- 
ssity, however, exists in the case of objects having different odours 
or savours, as even if they are never perceived at all, they can be 
inferred from their qualities. The same is the case with स्प accor- 
ding to those who deny स्पार्शनप्रथक्ष to objects having touch. Hence 
Samkara Misra remarks: न च हरीतक्यां रसोऽपि चित्र इति वाच्यम्‌। 
हरीतक्या नीरसत्वे दोषाभावात्‌ .? 





350. XXIII. पाकजापाकजत्वे. 

The four qualities, colour etc.. are products of heat and non- 
eternal in earth; elsewhere they are natural and either eternal or 
non-eternal. Those inhering in eternal things are eternal; those 
in non-eternal things are non-eternal. 

1. Thefour qualities colour, savour, odour, and touch are both 

eternal and non-eternal ; they are sometimes 

Production of produced by heat, and sometimes they are 
qualities, natural. In earth they are said to be pro- 
duced by heat, and are consequently non- 

eternal, while in the remaining three substances they are natural 
and are both eternal and non-eternal, the eternal being confined to 
the eternal atoms, and the non-eternal belonging to products which 





1. V. S. Up. Calc. ed. p. 292. 
2. Mahabharata ( Cr. Ed.) XII. 177. 34. 
3, V. S. Up. Calc. d. ep. 296. 


SECT. XXIII. ] Notes . 157 


are non-eternal. The author is silent as to whether natural and 
eternal odour resides in the atoms of earth. If it does, the words 
पाकजमनिल् च ought to be supplemented by the further addition 
अपाकजं fae. The distinction between पाकज and अपाकज appears 
to be that earth can change its qualities by the application of heat, 
while water, light and air do not change them. Not that water 
and air do not become hot by the contact of heat, but the change 
of touch in their case does not affect the material but belongs to 

the light that is mixed with them. 
2. T. D. here states briefly the rival theories about पाक- 
जोत्पत्ति, that sharply divide the Vaisesikas 


The controversy from the Naiyayikas. The former are 
of Pilupaka and called पीलपाकवादिनः because they explain 
Pitharapaka. the change of colour in an unbaked jar 


by the separate baking of individual 
atoms, while the Naiyayikas are called पिठरपाकवादिनः because 
they supposed the change of colour to be accomplished in the 
jar itself. पाक is defined as रूपादिपरावृत्तिफलक्-विजातीयतेज:-संयोग, 
application of external heat which effects a change of colour 
and other qualities. It is of various kinds according to the 
effects, one changing only colour as in a baked jar, another 
changing colour, odour and savour as in an artificially ripened 
mango-fruit, and so on. The word विजातीय excludes a change 
by heat in metals, which, being तेजस , are सजातीय. When 
a jar is baked, the old black jar is, according to Vaisesikas, 
destroyed, and its several compounds of binaries etc. are also 
destroyed. The action of the fire produces the red colour in 
separate atoms, which are then joined by the same action of 
fire into. new compounds, and eventually produce a new red 
jar. This complicated process of dissolution and reconstruction 
of the jar is necessary to allow all the atoms in the jar to 
be baked, for if the jar remained intact, the fire cannot pen- 
etrate it and bake the atoms in the interior. The reason 
why we cannot perceive this process of dissolution and recons- 
truction is its great rapidity. The time occupied by this process 
has been variously computed, some holding it to be nine 
moments, others ten, others eleven, and a fourth school, 
five only. The order of nine moments, which is generally 
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accepted, is thus given by Visvanatha:— “aan (2) aß- 
संयोगात्कर्म। ततः परमाण्वन्तरेण विभागः। तत आरम्भकसंयोगनाशः | 
ततो इथचणुकनाश:। (२) ततः परमाणो *यामादिनार:। (३) ततो रक्ता- 
्युत्पत्तिः। (४) ततो द्रव्यारम्भानुयुणक्रिया । (५) ततो विभागः। (a) ततः 
पूर्वसयोगनाशः। (७) तत आरम्भकसंयोग: । (८) ततो zauperR | 
(९) ततो रक्ताद्युत्पत्ति. ” Of these the first four steps constitute 
the first moment marking the gradual destruction of the binary, 
‘and make up, together with the following eight ones, the 
total number of nine moments. Those who accept a disjunc- 
tion arising from disjunction (विभागजविभाग) make ten moments 
by adding after the third another step वहिनोदनजन्यपरमाणु- 
कर्मणो नाराः, cessation of the action in the atoms produced by 
the original conjunction of fire; while the advocates of eleven 
moments add another disjunction after the first step. Again, 
if of the nine moments above described we take the first, 
the second, then the next two, then the next four, and 
then the last, we have the time divided into five moments 
only. To this fantastical theory the Naiyayikas who advocate 
पिठरपाकवाद object on the ground that, if the first jar is 
destroyed and a new one substituted, the identity of the jar 
can never remain intact. We recognize the jar to be exactly 
the same jar as before; we observe the same through all 
stages of baking; and other pots placed over it do not 
‘tumble down, as they must if their support is completely 
destroyed even for a moment. Again how do the number, 
‘the shape and even the lines on the jar remain the same? 
These strong objections are answered by the counter-question, 
how does the identitiy of a jar remain intact even if we 
scratch some particles out of it with a needle-point, although 
the jar after scratching becomes minus some particles and is 
quite different from the former one? ‘The followers of Nyaya 
therefore accept the simpler and on the whole the more rea- 
sonable theory of the change of colour being accomplished without 
the total dissolution and reconstruction of the jar. The objec- 





1. S. M. Calc. ed. p. 103. 

2. For further explanation sce V S. Up. Calc. ed. p. 291, Roer's Trans. 
of B. P. Bibl. Ind. pp. 57-9, and Sarva. D. S. Cowell’s Trans. p. 154, 

3. V. S. Up. Calc. ed. pp. 289-90. 
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tion how fire can reach the atoms is met with by the practical 
instance of water boiling inside a pot placed over fire without 
actual touch. In this way the controversy between the पीलुपाक 
( baking of atoms ) and the पिठरपाक ( baking of the top ) has been 
carried on by their respective partisans with a scholastic subtlety 
and an amount of energy that are quite disproportionate to the 
importance of the result. The doctrine of पीलुपाक has in fact 
become one of the standing tests of "distinguishing a genuine 
Vaisesika from his rival the Naiyayika proper. 

3. The chief points of distinction between the two 
Vaigesikas and ` schools are stated in the following 
Naiyayikas. distich :— 

द्वित्वे च पाकजोत्पत्ता विभागे च विभागजे | 
यस्य न स्खलिता जुद्धिस्तं व वेदोपिक विदुः ॥ 


The Vaisesika doctrines about fea and विभागजविभाग will 
be explained subsequently. Whatever view of पाकजोत्पत्ति we 
adopt, it is certain that the qualities in earth are non-eternal. 
According to the Vaisesika पीलुपाक, even गन्ध in earthy 
atoms seems to be non-eternal; but the other theory leaves 
the point doubtful. 


——— 


Secr, XXIV, संख्या. 


Number is the (special and instrumental) cause of the 
common usage of (words) one, two etc. It resides in the 
nine substances from one to Parardha. Oneness is eternal 
and non-eternal, eternal in eternal substances, and non-eternal 
in non-eternals. Duality and the rest are only non-eternal 
everywhere. A 

1. The definitions of संख्या and परिमाण in the text are 

taken from Prasastapada.. The word हेतु 
Number. here, as in the definition of time, is to 
be understood in the sense of असाधारण- 
निमित्तकारण, असाधारण in order to exclude univeral causes like 
time and space, and निमित्त to exclude ether which is the 





—— 


1. P. B. Ben. ed. pp. 111-30, 
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material cause of all व्यवहार. Number is the first of the com- 
mon qualities, i. e. those which reside in all the substances. 
They are enumerated as follows :— 


संख्यादिरपरत्वान्तो द्रवः सांसिद्धिकस्तथा | 
गुरुत्ववेगो सामान्यगुणा एते प्रकीर्दिताः wv 


Number, dimension, severalty, conjunction, disjunction, 
priority and posteriority, these seven, together with derivative 
fluidity, gravity and velocity, are qualities common to all 
substances. They appertain to substance in general, and not 
to any particular kind of substance; and hence they cannot 
be due to special characteristics which distinguish one class 
from another. It will be noticed that all these qualities con- 
note really a state, aspect or arrangement of the thing or 
its parts, and not any attribute inherent in the thing itself. 
They are, to adopt modern phraseology, subjective or notional 
rather than objective or material. They are in fact imposed 
upon the thing by the operation of our own mind; that is, 
as the Vedantin would say, they are अध्यस्त or आरोपित. It 
is true that we apprehend them, but we cannot assert posi- 
tively whether they have a real existence in the external 
object or are merely conceptions of our own mind imposed upon 
the object. It will be more correct to say that we conceive them 
than that we perceive them. The special qualities ( विशेषुण ) on 
the other hand, which have been already enumerated, have a 
real objective existence. Number of course is pre-eminently 
a subjective property and varies at our will, for we can con- 
template a number of things, each as one separately, or all as so 
many or all as one collection. . The Visesikas had undoubtedly 
realized the true nature of number, for they called duality and 
the higher numbers अपेक्षा वुद्धिजन्य. 1 


Out of the numbers which are ordinarily counted from one 
to a parardha or a lakh of lakhs of crores, unity resides in 
eternal substances like atoms, while other kinds are found 


]. B.P. 90-1, 


at Es SN 


SAD WO es 53524 Ve SE, 


SECT. XXIV. ] Notes 161 


in products. The transientness of non-eternal unity in products 
arises from facts such as that a log of wood ceases to be one when 
you break it into pieces. Numbers from duality onwards being 
अपेक्षाचुद्धिजन्य are non-eternal. Samkara Misra regards aga, i. e. 
an indefinite multitude, as a separate number apart from त्रित्वादि 
which are all definite; but this opinion is not generally accepted.! 
2. The verse quoted in Note 3 on Sect. XXIII? mentions द्वित्व 
as one of the three contested points between 
What is duality. Nyaya and Vaisesika schools. The Vaisesika 
view, which is no doubt shared by Annam- 
bhatta, is that all numbers from duality onwards are produced 
( जन्य ) and not simply made known ( ज्ञाप्य ) by अपेक्षाबुद्धिः अपेक्षा< 
बुद्धि 15 defined अनेकेकत्ववुद्धिर्या misiqa, which may be 
translated as **the notion which refers to many unities is called the . 
अपेक्षावुद्धि. ” Itis difficult to translate अपेक्षाबुद्धि by ** comprehen- 
ding intellect" as Roer does, or by any other exact English 
equivalent; but its meaning can be easily understood. When two 
things are brought before us, we do not at once cognize them astwo 
but first apprehend each one separately, as this one and that one: 
These separate notions are denoted by the term अपेक्षाब॒ुद्धि, When 
the conceptions of these two unities are formed in our mind, they 
are joined together and produce one general notion of duality; and 
then we get the knowledge that there are two things. The process 
is thus described :— 


“aq प्रथमसिन्द्रियार्थसं निकर्ष : | तस्मादेकस्वसामान्यज्ञानम्‌। ततोऽपेक्षाबुद्धिः | 
ततो द्वित्वोत्पत्तिः। ततो द्विस्वसामान्यज्ञानम्‌,। तरस्मादूद्वित्वगुणज्ञानस्‌ । ततः 
संस्कारः ।* 


First we have the contact of the organ of sense with the object 
(i. e. each of the two jars ); thence arises the knowledge of the 
distinguishing perception, अपेक्षाबुद्धि, by which the notion of unity 
is realized in each of the objects, and we apprehend *'this is one", 











1. V. S. Up. Calc. cd. p. 822. 
2. Supra, p. 159. 

3. B. P. 108. 

4. Sarv. D. S. Calc. ed. p. 10, 
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“this is one” etc.; then the production of duality by the combina- 
tion of separate unities; then the knowledge of the abstract genus 
of duality; then the cognition of that quality of duality as existing 
in the two things; and lastly the consciousness that we see two 
things. In this way we derive the complex knowledge of two, 
three etc. from the simple notions of units. The reason why fie 
is regarded as अपेक्षाबुद्धिजन्य and not अपेक्षावुद्धिज्ञाप्य is rather subtle. 
It is that अपेक्षाबुद्धि cannot simply be the ज्ञापकहेतु of दिव्य like a 
stroke which reveals a sound lying dormant in ether; but it is the 
कारकहेतु of द्वित्व, because it is always found inseparably associated 
with fia, while a ज्ञापक्रहेठु need not be so ( अपेक्षावुद्धिद्दित्वादेरत्पा- 
दिका । व्यज्ञयकत्वानुपपत्ते: । तेनानुविधीयमानत्वात्‌। wet प्रति संयोगवत्‌). 
Madhavacarya gives a simpler argument, viz. that the non-eternal 
अपेक्षाबुद्धि cannot be ज्ञापक of द्वित्व, which, like the quality पृथकत्व, 
resides in several objects conjointly ; while अपेक्षावुद्धि resides in 
each object separately, and hence it must be the जनकहेतु of दिव्य. 
The importance of this subtle distinction lies in the different views 
of fè to which it leads. According to one, «q is an independent 
reality, different from the several unities of which it is composed 
and generated by अपेक्षाबुद्धि; according to the other view it is al- 
ready comprehended in the unities, and is only revealed when 
several of them are brought together. It may be further mentioned 
that both the notion of duality and its generating cause अपेक्षाबुद्धि 
vanish away when their purpose is served, that is, when the objects 
are actually perceived as two. As soon 85 द्वित्वगुणबुद्धि, the result 
of अपेक्षाबुद्धि, is produced, the latter which lasts for three moments 
only is destroyed, and with its destruction, its direct effect, the 
duality, is also destroyed, and there only remains the cognition 
‘two dravyas’. The steps follow in this order: 1 एकत्वज्ञान ; 2 अपेक्षा- 
बुद्धि; 3 द्वित्वोत्पत्ति and एकत्वज्ञाननाश; 4 द्वित्वज्ञान; 5 Raga 
and अपेक्षाबुद्धिनाश ; and 6 द्वित्वनाश and द्रच्यवुद्धि, The reason for 
this assumed destruction of अपेक्षाबुद्धि and द्वित्वबुद्धि is rather techni- 
cal, being founded on the Vaisesika doctrine that all cognitions, 
being qualities of the all-pervading soul, last for three moments 
only, and are destroyed by the generation of their effect. The 
student has been led through this labyrinth of speculative subtlety 


in order to acquaint him with the exact import of Annambhatta’s 
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simple dictum, द्वित्वादिक॑ g सर्वत्रानित्ममेव, that is, duality and other 
larger numbers are always अनिस. 


Szor. XXV. परिमाणम्‌ . 


Dimension is the (special and instrumental) cause of the 
common usage of measurement. It resides in the nine substances 
and is of four kinds: minuteness, largeness, length and shortness. 

1. Each of the four kinds of dimension mentioned above may 

again be divided into two kinds, as मध्यम 
Dimension. middling and wa extreme. Thus an atom 
has extreme minuteness, which is also techni- 
cally called पारिमाण्डल्य ( infinitesimality) from परिमण्डल a globular 
atom; a binary has मध्यमाणुत्व middling minuteness; Akasa has 
vore or विसुत्व all-pervasion; and all tangible objects such as 
ajar have मध्यममहत्त्व intermediate greatness. The comparative 
use of these words, as this pearl is minuter or larger than that 
other, is secondary. The distinction between अणु and महत्‌ on the 
one hand and दीर्घ and हस्व on the other seems to be that the first 
two denote magnitudes of two or three dimensions, i. e. bulk, 
while the latter two denote one dimension only such as a line. 
This four-fold division of परिमाण is after all rough, many including 
gaa and दीव॑त्व in ayaq and महत्त्व respectively. Asa matter of 
fact all of them are relative terms, and denote different numbers 
of constituent parts or degrees of contact in which they are combi- 
ned. परिमाण is again divided into fre and अनिल; that residing 
in eternal things as पारिमाण्डल्य and Aga being faa, and all the 
rest अनिल. अनिल्यपरिमाण is threefold, संख्याजन्य, परिमाणजन्य and 
प्रचयजन्य. For the explanation of these see Notes 9 and 10 on 
Sect. XIII, pp. 121-3, supra. 
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SECT. XXVI. पृथक्त्वम्‌ . 

Severalty is the (special and instrumental) cause of the 

common usage of one thing being different from another. 
1. The definition in the text is rather crude. A better 
though alittle more abstruse definition of 
Severalty. पृथक्त्व is अपोद्धारव्यवहारकारणम्‌ , the cause of 
our practice of separating one thing from all 
the rest) अपोद्धार is अपकृत्यावधिमपेक्ष्य य उद्धारो निर्धारणम्‌ सः, that is, 
the determination of the identity of one thing by separating it 
from all others. The reason why पृथक्त्व is regarded as distinct 
from अन्योन्याभाव is that the notions conveyed to our to mind by the 
two are of different sorts. When we say घट: पटो नास्ति we simply 
get a negative notion, that a jar is not a piece of cloth : while by 
पटाद्धटः पृथकू we get a positive notion that one is quite distinct from 
the other. पृथक्त्व therefore tells us something more than अन्योन्या- 
भाव, for it not only informs us that a jar is not a piece of cloth but 
also that it is a different thing. The importance of this distinction 
may be illustrated by another example. We can say that a jar is 
not the quality of blueness residing in it, but we cannot say that it 
is distinct from it, the two being inseparably connected. Similarly 
we can say that a black unbaked jar is not the same as the red jar 
when baked, but itis not पृथक्‌ from it. Again we can ‘say दण्डी 
देवदत्त is not देवदत्त without a दण्ड, but the two are not distinct 
persons. In short पृथक्त्व is opposed to objective identity of the 
things, while अन्योन्याभाव is to the sameness of their natures. पृथकत्व 
is a material distinction ; अन्योन्याभाव notional only. In the same 

way पृथक्त्व can be distinguished from वेधर्म्य 01 वैशिष्टय. 


Secr. XXVII. सयोगः. 


Conjunction is the (special and instrumental ) cause of the ' 


common usage of calling two things united. 

1. संयोग is also defined as the contact of two things 
that were first separate (अप्राप्रयोस्तु या प्राप्तिः 
सैव संयोग ERG); and therefore there 
can be no संयोग between two all-pervading things which 


Conjuction. 


]. P. B. Ben. cd. p. 138. 
2. B. P. 114. AS 
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are never apart from each other. संयोग is always artificial 
and non-eternal. T. D. divides it into two kinds, कर्मज that 
born of action, and संयोगज that produced by another conjunc- 
tion. The contact of the hand with the books is of the first 
kind, because it is produced by the motion of the hand, 
while this contact of thehand with the book produces another 
conjunction, namely that of the body with the book, which 
is therefore संयोगज. The कर्मज संयोग is again of two: kinds. 
अन्यतरकर्मज and उभयकर्मज. The instance of the first is the 
contact of the bird with the mountain, in which the bird 
alone moves while the mountain is stationary. The examples 
of the second kind are the meetings of two fighting rams, 
or of two wrestlers, or of two clouds, where both the things 
move. संयोगज again is two-fold, that of a thing just pro- 
duced, such as the contact of an effect with something al- 
ready connected with its material cause, and that of a thing 
previously existing, as the contact of the tree in consequence 
of the contact of the hand and the tree, All kinds of con- 
tacts are अव्याप्यनृत्ति, that is, cover only a part of the thing, 
and are destroyed cither by separation or destruction of the 
आश्रय, namely the things connected. 


2. Three Mss. of T. S. insert the word असाधारण after 
व्यवहार in the definitions of सङ्ख्या, परिमाण, wv and संयोग, 
but the reading of others that reject it appears to be the 
right one and has been adopted. Although the qualification 
असाधारण is necessary to exclude universal causes, it can be 
and is always presumed wherever the words कारण or हेतु 
occur as in the definitions of काल and दिकू ; and so there is 
no need of its express mention. There are also other grounds 
to believe that the word असाधारण did not exist originally but 
was supplied by the Dipika. The words असाधारणेति पदे देय in 
the Dipika would of course have been conclusive on the 
point had they been found in all Mss. of the work. S. C., 


however, is quite explicit, as it remarks- “ उपदर्दितलक्षणचतुष्टये 
साधारणंपर्दे देयम्‌ । कचित्‌ पुस्तके परिमाणप्रथक्त्वलक्षणेड्साधारणप्द॑ दृश्यते 
तच्चा घुनिकेर्न्यस्तमिति बोध्यम्‌ „ ” » 
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3. The साधारणकारण (universal cause) referred to in this 
and the preceding definitions in defined by 
Universal Causes, V. V. as कार्यत्वावच्छिन्नका्यतानिरूपितकारणम्‌ , 
which signifies that a universal cause isa 
cause of all effects as effects, and not as particular products; as 
'for instance, a stick is an instrument of ajar because it is a 
jar and not any other thing, while time and space are instru- 
‘mental causes of the same jar because it is a product. These 
universal causes are eight, God, His knowledge, His will, His 
effort ( तज्ज्ञानेचछाइृतय: ), antecedent negation (प्रागभात्र), time 
( काल ), space (fm) and destiny (अदृष्ट), comprising both 
merit and demerit. Some add the absence of counteracting 
influences ( प्रतिवन्धकाभाव) as a ninth universal cause. These, 
being universal causes are necessarily implied wherever we 
‘speak of a cause or an effect; and consequently when a 
-thing is specially mentioned as a cause or an effect of another, 
they are not meant. : 


Secor, XXVIII, विभागः. 
Disjunction is the quality which destroys conjunction. 

1. Disjunction is not merely the absence of संयोग, in 
which case it would have fallen under 

- Disjunction. अभाव and need not have been reckoned as 
a separate quality; but is denotes an 

actual separation which produces the destruction of a previous 
contact. Again by disjunction we denote not the act of sepa- 
rating which is excluded from the definition by the word गुण 
but the state which immediately results from the act of separa- 
tion. Hence Annambhatta defines विभाग differently and not 
on the analogy of संयोग as विभक्तव्यबद्दारकारणम्‌ Or विभक्तप्रस्यय- 
कारणम्‌ , as is done by Visvanatha. The latter definitions be- 
ing ambiguous may as well denote the state of being separate 
as the actual act of separation. The order of succession there- 
fore is always this: first कर्म, act of separating, then  sepa- 
ration here called विभाग, then पूर्वदेशसंयोगनाश, and lastly 
अपरदेशसंयोग. When we remove a jar from one place to another, 
we have an effort to lift it up,-this is the कर्म; then the jar is 
lifted from the ground,-this is विभाग ; then its contact with the 
particular spot is severed,-this is संयोगनाश ; and lastly it is 
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placed on another spot,—this is अपरदेशसंयोग. विभाग is there- 
fore the cause of and not the same as संयोगनादा. Two trees 
on the opposite banks of river have always remained apart, 
but there has never been an actual separation of them. विभाग 
has the same varieties as संयोग, and the examples also are 
similar, namely, कर्मज (subdivided into उभयक्मज and अन्यतर- 
कर्मज) and विभागजविभाग. There is, however, a difference of 
opinion as to the last between the VaiSesikas and the Nai- 
yayikas proper, the latter not recognizing विभागजविभाग at 
all! The instance of a विभागजविभाग is हस्ततरुविभागात्‌ ATA- 
तरुविभाग:, separation of the body from the tree, consequent 
upon the removal of the hand from the tree. Here the separa- 
tion of the body is not directly caused by the motion of the 
hand because the two things (विभाग and हस्तक्रिया ) reside in 
different receptacles, viz. the body and the hand respectively, 
while there is no motion in the body itself which might 
cause the separation. This argument by which the necessity 
of recognizing a विभागजविभाग is sought to be proved is 
founded on the axiom that the notion of a part is not the 
motion of the ‘whole (as we see in a stationary revolving 
wheel ) and so the motion of the hand is not itself the motion 
of the body. विभागजविभाग is also divided into two kinds, 
कारणमात्रविभागज and कारणाकारणविभागज, for which, however, see 
Sary 2. S. Calc. ed. p. 107. 


Secr. XXIX. परत्वापरत्वे. 

Posteriority and priority are the (special and instrumental ) 
causes of the common usage of the words posterior and prior. 
They reside in the four (substances), earth, etc. and the mind. 
They are twofold, caused by space and time. The posteriority 
caused by space is in the remote, and priority so caused is in 
the near. Posteriority caused by time is in the elder, and 
priority so caused is in the younger. 

1. Posteriority and priority may also be designated remote- 

ness and proximity respectively. These 

Priority end pos- qualities reside in the first four subs- 
teriority. tances, because they are the only cor- 
poreal and non-eternal substances having 

a limited dimension. Mind, being corporeal, possesses only 





1, Sce verse quoted in Note 3 of Sect. XXIII, p. 159, supra, 


168 Tarka-Sahgraha [SECT. XXIX. 


one kind of priority and posteriority, namely that made by 
space, दिक्कत, but not the other caused by time, as mind is 
eternal. The last four substances remaining are both eternal 
and incorporeal and cannot therefore have any kind of परत्व 
or अपरत्व. Really speaking परत्व and अपरत्व are nothing ' more 
than relations of corporeal things to time and space, expressed 
in the from of qualities for the purpose of marking their 
varying degrees. 





E Sor, XXX, XXXL yaan, KRIA. 

Gravity is the non-intimate cause of the first fall, and 
resides in earth and water. 

Fluidity is the non-intimate cause of the first flow, resid- 
ing in earth, water and light. It is two-fold, natural and 
artificial. ० 

The definitions of Gravity and Fluidity are analogous, one 

being called ‘the non-intimate cause of 
Gravity and Flu- the first act of falling, " and the other ‘a 
idity. like cause of the first act of flowing.’ 
The word आद्य is inserted in both defini- 
tions to exclude velocity ( वेग) which is the non-intimate cause 
of the second and all subsequent acts of falling or flowing. As 
a matter of fact, falling and flowing are essentially the same 
acts, one being the coming down of solid from a higher level, 
while the other is the same act in a fluid; but the Naiyayi- 
kas do not seem to have realized this. They do not also 
seem to have known the dynamical theory of falling bodies, as 
is clear from their calling गुरुत्व the cause of the first falling 
only, while it is in fact the cause of every act of falling. The 
confusion of the two meanings of the word gwa, viz. weight 
and heaviness, is already noticed and commented upon.' 

2. Fluidity is of two kinds, natural as that of water, and 
artificial as that of melted ghee. The distinction between wi- 
सिद्धिक and नैमित्तिक zaa, though spoken of as inherent and 
absolute, seems to have been made to indicate the fact that 
some things remain fluid at normal temperature and others 





]. Sce Note 3 on Sect. IV. p. 85, supra. 
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not. Those of the first kind such as water are said to possess 
natural fluidity, while others requiring the application of addi- 
tional heat have artificial fluidity only, The solidity of snow 
and hail which are forms of water is exceptional and hence 
does not affect the proposition 

3. Unlike gravity, fluidity is assumed in light also, namely, 
in melted gold and other metals, while the gravity of the metals 
is ascribed to earthy portion in them. It might be urged that, 
following the analogy of gravity, even the fluidity of metals 
can be attributed to some watery portion in them; but this 
cannot be, says the VaiSesika, for in that case it would be 
सांसिद्धिक, while the fluidity of metals is really नोमेत्तिक only. 
Again why cannot the same earthy portion, which accounts for 
the gravity of metals, also account for its नोमित्तिक द्रवत्व ? This is, 
also not possible for the fluidity of metals is of a different kind; 
being अनुच्छिद्यमान (indestructible) even by the application of 
extreme heat, while that of earthy substances is उच्छिद्यमान. 
Light in the form of metals must therefore be regarded as having 
a peculiar fluidity of its own. 


Srcr. X XXII. स्नेहः 
Viscidity is the quality which is the ( special and instrumental ) 
cause of the agglutination of powders and resides in water only. 
1. The viscidity found in oil, milk and other such earthy 
substances is of course due to the watery 
Viscidity. portion in them. How can oil, says an 
objector, inflame fire if there is water in 
it, while water itself extinguishes fire? Here too, the Vaisesika 
is ready with his explanation, viz. तैलान्तरे तत्मकर्पाइद्दनस्यानुकूलता.! 
Oil hastens fire because it has a greater amount of viscidity 
than pure water. It is not explained, however, whence this greater 
viscidity in oil comes if it is due to water alone पिण्डीभाव means 
thickening or concentration. It is the peculiar combination which 
holds particles of powder together. The reason why this पिण्डी- 
भाव requires a special quality स्नेह and cannot be attributed to 
द्रवत्व is that melted gold which possesses fluidity cannot form 





l. B. P. 156. 
TS...22 


170 Tarka-Samgraha [SECT. XXXII. 


lumps of powders. N. B., however, quite appositely remarks 
that liquid water is alone the real cause, while solid water such as 
hail and ice is incapable of agglutinating particles. The fact is 
that the modern scientific theory of molecular attraction and 
repulsion- which induced the three states of solid, liquid and 
gaseous in all matter was hardly known to Indian physicists, 
and hence they were often led into giving fantastic explana- 
tions of ordinary phenomena. 

2. T. D., N. B. and S. C. say that the propriety of the word 
-गुण in the definition of «rz is to exclude time etc.; but this does 
not seem correct, as time and other universal causes are already 
excluded by interpreting हेतु 85 असाधारणहेतु. V. V. explains the 
„word as excluding चूर्ण, but this is also incorrect, since चूर्ण can 
be excluded by taking हेतु in the sense of निमित्तकारण as it has 
been hitherto taken. It appears more reasonable to understand 


झुण as excluding the act of agglutinating which is also the 


special and instrumental cause of पिण्डीभाव. Hence either the 
line कालादो etc. in T. D., which is retained in this edition be- 
cause it is found in all copies, is interpolated by some one who 
failed to understand the text or Annambhatta deliberately used 
the word Eg here in a narrower sense than previously. Probably 
he borrowed the definition from a more ancient work, without 
determining accurately the propriety of each word.! 


Secor. XX XIII, zrez:. 

Sound is the quality which is apprehended by the sense of 
hearing, and resides in ether alone. It is two-fold, inarticulate 
or noise and articulate or words. The noise is ( heard) in drums 
etc.; while words appear in the form of Sanskrit language. 

1. Besides the two-fold division in the text, the T. D. gives 

another three-fold division of sound, making 

Sound. in all six varieties of it. The latter three 

divisions are: 1 संयोगज, born of conjunc- 

tion, such as the sound of a drum produced by the contact of the 

stick or hand with the drum; 2 विभागज, born of disjunction, 

‘such as the sound produced by splitting a bamboo-stick; and 

शब्दज, born of sound, such as all subsequent sounds which are 
produced from the first one. 





1, P. B. Ben. ed. p. 266. 


“2७१००७७. 
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2. A more elaborate division of sound is the following :— 


mq: 

an nah UR 

| c | 
बुद्धिदेतुकः - अबुद्धि हेतुकः 
| e. ४. मेघादिशव्दः 

[=~ eee ea 
स्वाभाविकः काद्पनिकः 
| 
[| | 
वाद्यादिशब्द गीतिरूपः वर्णात्मकः 
| 
1 | 
साथकः निरथकः 
nl te: .. 
| | 
प्रमाणिक: अप्रमाणिकः 
Seba): 
| | 
~ An 
लाकिकः वेदिकः 


And so on. The articulate sound will be treated further on 
under शब्दप्रमाण (Sect. 59-63.) 


The शब्दज शब्द is recognized to account for the fact that sound 

can be heard at any distance from the place 

The Nyàya theory where itis first produced. There are only 

of sound. two senses which apprehend their objects at ° 
a distance, namely, sight and hearing. Of 

these the eye is supposed to go outside to the object, and carry back 
its impression to the mind. But the organ of hearing being of the 
nature of all-pervading Akasa cannot move. श्रोत्र or organ of hear- 
ing is defined as the Akasa which is कर्णशष्कुल्यवच्छिन्न, i. e. the 
portion of ether limited and severed from the rest of the Akasa by 
the cavity of the ear. Evidently aix cannot go out of the ear- 
cavity by which it is conditioned, for as soon as it goes out it will 
be no श्रोत्र but common ether. As the organ of hearing cannot go 
to its object, it is necessary that the object should reach the ear, so 
that anyhow the two may come into contact. But the sound which 
is produced in that portion of Akasa which is immediately in contact 
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with the drum is distant from the ear and cannot itself travel to 
the ear, being, as a quality, inseparably connected with a definite 
portion of the Akasa. Besides itis a doctrine of the Naiyayikas 
that sound is अनिल and cannot last for more than a few moments. 
This first sound therefore is supposed to produce a second similar 
sound in the next piece of Akasa, and this second a third; and so 
on, until the train reaches the portion of Akasa contined in the ear, 
that is, the श्रोत्र. It is this last sound produced in the atararat 
that is directly perceived by the organ of hearing, and as it is the 
last of a series generated by the first sound, it is called zrezs. So 
far this theory of sound is accepted by all Naiyayikas, but there 
is a slight difference of opinion as to the mode in which sound 
travels or rather propagates its species. Some, applying the analogy 
of ocean-waves ( वीचीतरज्ञन्याय ), say that the series of sounds travels 
in a straight line in one direction only, namely from the drum 
direct to the ear. Other apply the analogy of a कदम्ब flower 


( कदम्वगोलकन्याय ), the filaments of which shoot round about in all . 


directions ; and so they say that sound travels not in one direction 
only .but in all directions, that is, innumerable series of sounds 
start from the central point where it was first produced, and go in 
every direction. The simple fact that the sound of a drum is heard 
on all sides and not in one direction only is enough to prove that 
“the latter analogy is nearer the truth than the former. The whole 
of the above theory of sound is very crude and faulty owing to the 
inveterate habit of indian philosophers to indulge in speculations 
in matters that can be known only by actual observation or experi- 
ments. They did not know that the real organ of hearing is the 
tympanumin the ear which has a closer similarity with the drum 
than with the Akasa, while the fact of the sound being carried by 
air by means of successive undulations of air-particles was also 
undreamt of. Instead of investigating the nature of sound in such 
practical directions, the Naiyayikas exhausted their energies in 
discussing whether sound was eternal or non-eternal. The pros 
and cons as well as the importance of this last controversy in Indian 
philosophy will be noticed later on. 
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XXXIV. Szor. बुद्धि 

Cognition is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of all com- 
munication or intercourse, and it is knowledge. It is twofold, 
remembrance and apprehension. Remembrance is knowledge pro- 
duced from mental impression alone. Knowledge other than 
remembrance is apprehension. 

1. Cognition is the proper equivalent for gíz as used in the 

Nyàya system. Ballantyne translates बुद्धि 
Cognition, by * understanding °, and Roer by * intel- 
' lect’ : but both renderings are wrong. The 
word afè: is capable of having three meanings: —lst the act of 
knowing, which may be called * understanding; 2ndly the insru- 
ment of knowledge which is * intellect’, and 3rdly the product of 
the act of knowing, which is ‘ cognition’. It is in this last sense 
that the word is invariably used in Nyaya and Vaisesika philo- 
sophies. This should be quite clear from the mention of afz 
among the qualities, that is, as a property of the soul. A cognition 
. is undoubtedly such a property; while understanding is an act, and 
intellect, being an instrument of knowledge, is a substance, and is 
identified by Naiyayikas with mind. Other schools of philosophers 
such as the Samkhyas and the Vedantins designate बुद्धि as an 
elemental thing under the name महत्तत्त्व, and divide it into several 
faculties performing different functions, namely, अहंकार and अन्तः- 
करण. According to them, therefore, बुद्धि is an instrument of know- 
ledge; but their doctrine is emphatically repudiated by Naiyayikas 
who regard afa as a quality of the soul and capable of being per- 
ceived, while the direct instrumentality of knowledge is assigned 
to mind which being atomic is imperceptible. Hence in the de- 
finition given in the text बुद्धि is said to be knowledge itself, and 
not an instrument of knowledge. 

2. व्यवहार is, as V. V. rightly defines it,- बुवोधयिपापूर्वकवाक्यप्रयोगः , 
utterance of words for the purpose of communicating ideas, and not 
आहारविहारादिः as S. C. has it, for the latter is too wide and would 
include involuntary actions, such as walking in sleep, which are 
not prompted by knowledge. Briefly speaking, gf% is a property 
ofthe soul which prompts articulate language; or, in other words, it 
is thought clothed in intelligible words. This invariable association 
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of बुद्धि and व्यवहार makes the above definition too narrow, in as 
much asit doesnot apply निर्विकल्पज्ञान or mere sensation which 
is a species of cognition, but which can never be expressed by arti- 
culate language. V. V. therefore modifies the definition into 
ताइृराव्यत्रहारजनकतावच्छेदक्जर्गीतमत्त्वम्‌ , that is, cognition is the quality 
having that जाति which characterizes the efficient cause of the 
above kind of व्यवहार. Thus निविकल्पज्ञान, though itself not व्यवहार- 
हेतु, has the जाति बुद्धित्व which differentiates the व्यवहारहेतु. 


3. The definition of af given in the text is in many respects 
more convenient in practice than scientifically 

Other definitions. accurate. The T. D. therefore supplies a 
better definition, जानामीलनुव्यवसायगम्य- 

ज्ञानत्वम्‌ . Cognition is said to be that knowledge (ज्ञान) which be- 
comes the subject ( गम्य ) of the consciousness ( अनुब्यव्ताय ) having 
the form * I know’. This requires a little explanation. Perceptive 
knowledge according to Nyaya is acquired by going through three 
successive steps, viz. इंद्रियसंनिकर्ष, ज्ञान and agaaa. When an 
object like a jar is brought before us, our organ of sight first comes 
into contact with it, and carries an image of the object to the mind 
| which conveys it to the soul. This organ is called the प्रद्यक्षप्रमाण, 
efficient cause of perception. This image is then converted into a 
cognition or बुद्धि having the form smi घटः ‘this is a jar’. This 
cognition ( घटज्ञान), again being a property of the soul, the Ego 
becomes घटज्ञानवान्‌ which when combined with the ever present 
अहंकार ‘Iam’, results into the compound consciousness, घटज्ञान- 
वानहमस्मि or घटमहं जानामि ‘I know ajar’. This last consciousness 
is called अनुव्यवसाय because it always follows व्यवसाय or simple 
cognition. Hence the cognition * This is a jar’ (अयं घट: ) is said 
to become the subject matter of the consciousness ‘ I know’. The 
peculiarity of this definition consists in the fact that other scholastics, 
such as the Samkhyas and the Vedantins, do not recognize the cog- 
nition at घट: to be the गम्यज्ञान of a further अनुव्यवसाय, but give 
the name cognition to अनुव्यवसाय itself. The definition thus states 


a peculiar doctrine of Nyaya. ; 


4, Another noteworthy definition of gfe given in the 
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Sapta-Padarthi of Sivadityacarya is आत्माश्रयः प्रकारा: , which the 
commentator  Jinavardhana explains, अज्ञानान्धकारातैरस्कारकारक- 
सकलपदाथस्यार्थप्रकाशक: प्रदीप इव देदीप्यमानो यः प्रकाशः सा बुद्धिः, 
knowledge is of the nature of light because it dispels the dark- 
ness of ignorance and illuminates all objects to the mind’s eye. 
The epithet आत्माश्रयः means resididg in the soul as a property, 
and explains Annambhatta’s definiton of आत्मा as ज्ञानाधिकरणम्‌, 
बुद्धि and ज्ञान being of course synonymous. Prasastapada defines 
af merely by giving उपलब्धि, ज्ञान and प्रत्यय as its synonyms.* 
5. The wording of the definition in four copies is different, 
being “esas बुद्धिः instead of ` देतुर्बुद्विर्ञानम्‌ ; 

Reading discus- while two other copies add गुण: after हेतु: 
sed, quite unnecessarily. The interchange of 
ज्ञानं and बुद्धिः has an important bearing on 

the right understanding of the definition; for the other read- 
ing is not only ambiguous, but is likely to mislead some into 
taking बुद्धि 10 be only one species of knowledge which is व्यवहार- 
हेतुः. As a matter of fact ज्ञान is an independent predicate of 
बुद्धि intended to describe the exact nature of cognition, and pro- 
bably also to exclude the possibility of af being mistaken for 
the act or the instrument of knowledge. It contradicts according 
to S. C. the doctrine of Samkhyas that बुद्धि or महत्तत्त्व is material 
element, produced from saq and identical With अन्तःकरण the 
instrument of knowledge. One copy of T. D. inserts कालादावति- 
व्याप्तिवारणाय ज्ञानमिति, but that is incorrect, as time etc. are ex- 
cluded by taking xg as असाधारणहेतु. Another propriety of the 
word ज्ञान noticed by S. C., viz.. that qf here does not mean 
excess of knowledge, as in expression like वुद्धिमान्‌ देवदत्तः, is 
rather far-fetched. The expression is borrowed from Gotama's 
aphorism, वुद्धिरुपलव्धिर्जञानमिलनर्थान्तरम्‌ ¦ . and is probably used 
as a hint to the student that Gofama's psychology and logic 
are easily reconcilable with the system of Vaiseiska padar- 
thas adopted in this book: Whatever may be the case it is 
evident that in this and in all the following sections of the 
book treating of the kinds and proofs of knowledge the author 


1. P. B. Ben. ed. p. 171. 
2. G. S. I, 1, 15. 
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is a consistent follower of Gotama rather than of Kanada, 
and has attempted with considerable success to incorporate 
the Nyaya doctrine of proof with the JVai$esika system of 
padarthas. 
6. Cognition is of two kinds, remembrance and appre- 
; hension. Remembrance is defined as the 
Divisions of cog- knowledge which is born of a mental im- 
nition, pression alone (संस्कार ). This संस्कार is 
that particular kind of it, which is called 
भावना and which is defined further on (Sect. 75) as being 
born of apprehension and causing remembrance. So भावना- 
_ संस्कार is properly speaking the operation (व्यापार ) which comes 
into existence, between the product स्मृति, and its cause अनुभव. 
व्यापार is defined as तज्जन्यत्वे सति तज्जन्यजनकः , that is, an inter- 
mediate operation born of the cause and producing the thing 
which is the effect of that cause. व्यापार is therefore a sort 
of intermediate link between the effect and its cause, which 
often, as in this case of स्मृति, is separated by a great in- 
terval of time. 
7. The insertion of मात्र in the definition of स्मृति has been 
sharply criticised, and as strongly defend- 
Definition of ed. The word, it is said, excludes प्रद्यभिज्ञा 
Smrti. ( reminiscence ) which is produced by संस्कार 
but not by it alone, as a direct percep- 
tion of the object is also an operating cause n it. The difference 
between प्रद्यभिज्ञा and स्मृति consists in the presence or absence 
of the thing recollected. When a man, for instance, who has 
seen an clephant with a driver on its back, sees either the 
elephant or the driver alone, and at once remembers the other 
one, his knowledge is said to be remembrance, and is solely 
due to the impression that had been left on his mind since 
he saw the elephant with a driver on its back. The thing 
which brings back to the mind the memory of the absent 
object by the law of association is called the saaa (reviver) 
of that संस्कार. In marar (reminiscence) the object recol- 
lected is actually before our eyes, and the novelty of the 
knowledge only consists. in the identity of the object now 
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perceived with some one previously seen, as when on seeing 
देवदत्त one recollects that it is the same देवदत्त whom one 
saw before. Here the actual perception of देवदत्त is as much 
the cause of knowledge as the impression left on the mind 
by a former perception; and hence प्रलभिज्ञा is not संस्कारमात्र- 
जन्य but प्रलक्षसहक्तसंस्कारजन्य. Several copies of T. S. and T. D. 
omit «r4 in the definition in the text as well as the sen- 
tence in T. D. referring to it. S. C. appears to have had both 
readings before him as he expressly prefers the one with 
मात्र. Other writers omit मात्र from the definition on the 
ground that even without it the definition does not cover प्रथ- 
first because there the immediate cause of the प्रलथभिज्ञा is not 
the previous impression, but the remembrance of the identity 
of the thing (तत्ताच्देवदत्तता) which is produced from संस्कार. 
In a remembrance the impression is the immediate cause, 
while in a reminiscence the impression produces remembrance 
of identity, and then this remembrance of simple identity pro- 
duces the reminiscence that that identity resided in the object 
actually seen. Thus sefasr is not संस्कारजन्य at all and 
hence मात्र is unnecessary. Nilakantha answers this argument 
by simply remarking that the cause of प्रस्भिज्ञा is the impres- 
sion of identity and not an intermediate remembrance. Another 
objection to the definition is that it is असंभूत and will not cover 
even स्मृति which is not संस्कारमात्रजन्या but अनुभवजन्या also; but 
the असंभव can be removed either by taking wer in the sense 
of mama or by construing the definition, as Nilakantha re- 
marks, to mean चक्षुराथजन्यत्वे सति ( and not संस्कारजन्यत्वे सति) 
संस्कारजन्यत्वम्‌ . As to संस्कारध्वंस which is also संस्कारमात्रजन्य it 
is excluded by ज्ञान. 


8. Theauthor defines अनुभव as ‘all knowledge other than 
remembrance,’ i. e. all cognitions which 

Apprehension. are newly acquired and are not repetitions 
of former ones. The negative definition of 

अनुभव in the text is due to the fact that अनुभव is a simple ultimate 
operation of the mind which is at the bottom of all other mental 
operations, including even the act of defining. Besides a defini- 
tion of अनुभव is really unnecessary, as by simply excluding स्मृति 





1. T. K. Bom. ed. p. 6. 
TS..23 
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or repeated knowledge, the definition of बुद्धि will also serve 
for the residuum, that is अनुभव. This and the subsequent 
divisions and sub-divisions of बुद्धि are according to the system 
of Gotama. The Vai$esika division is slightly different and may 
therefore be profitably compared with that given in the text. 
Prasastapada divides and subdivides af as follows :— 


* 
[35 | 
विद्या अविद्या 
1 
1 
FEE E al ; | 
प्रत्यक्ष sine स्मृति आर्ष संशय विपर्यय wa अनध्यवसाय 
or COL 
अनिन्तट्रियज 
इन्द्रियज 
| 
eth ge 
a असचेज्ञीय 
— 
सविकल्प निर्विकल्प 


Of these लेद्चिक is inference, while aT which is a kind of प्रक्ष 
is the supernatural perception of Yogins. Others can be easily 
identified with their corresponding varieties given in the text. 

9. The three words बुद्धि, अनुभव and स्मृति are rendered into 

English by ‘ cognition ’, ‘apprehension’ and 

Corresponding ‘ remembrance’, because they are their 
Hnglish terms. nearest equivalents ; but the meanings of 
the last two require to be clearly defined. 

Remembrance, recollection, and reminiscence, for instance, are 
analogous but easily distinguishable. Remembrance is an idea 
which recurs to the mind without the operation of an external 
object on the sensory nerve, and is thus opposed to perception; 
while it becomes recollection, if it is sought after and found with 
difficulty and effort. स्मृति is remembrance as above defined 
and probably includes recollection also, as Naiyayikas do 





1. P. B. Ben. ed. p. 172 et seq. 
2. Locke, Essay on Human Understanding, Bk. IT, ch. 19, 
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not seem to make a distinction between a spontaneous and an 
artificial recollection. Remembrance as above defined may seem 
to be concerned with impressions gained from perception only; 
but there is no reason why a former inference treasured up 
in mind or an impression produced from a previous remem- 
brance should not be remembered as well; and hence स्मृति 
properly speaking is general and comprehends all impressi- 
ons, however originally derived. Reminicsence is the act by 
which we endeavour to recall and re-unite former states of 
consciousness, and is a kind of reasoning by which we ascend 
from a present consciousness to a former one. This is akin 
to प्रलभिज्ञा. Apprehension is the simple knowledge of a fact, 
and is an act or condition of the mind in which it receives 
a notion of any object! Simple apprehension is again di- 
vided into two kinds, incomplex and complex, which respec- 
tively correspond to Naiyayika निर्विकलत्पक and सविकल्पक ज्ञान. 
This is not exactly the अनुभव of Nyaya, but it is very near 
it. Congition is knowledge in its widest sense, embracing sen- 
sation, perception, conception and notion. According to Kant, 
cognition is the determined reference of certain representa- 
tions to an object; that is, to cognize is to refer a percep- 
tion to an object by means of a conception. A dog knows 
his master, but does not cognize him, because it has not the 
faculty of forming a mental conception of the master. An 
absent-minded man sees an object, but does not cognize it 
because his mind is not working to’ form a notion of the 
object. The Naiyayikas expressed this idea by saying that 
in an अनुभव, the property of the external object must become 
the प्रकार 01 the corresponding cognition. 


1. Whately, Logic, Bk. II, ch. I, sec. 1. 
2. Haywood, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 593, 
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It (apprehension) is twofold: true and false, The true one is 
the apprehension of a thing having an attribute as possessing that 
attribute and itis called Prama; the false one is the apprehen- 
sion of a thing not having an attribute as possessing that attribute, 
e. g. knowledge of silver in a conch-shell. 

1. Apprehension is divided into right (यथार्थ) and wrong 

( अयथार्थ), the first being usually called 
Apprehension, प्रमा and the second अप्रमा. यथार्थानुभव is 

a correct apprehension in which the object 
is cognized as it is (यथाभूतोऽ्थो यस्मिन्‌ सः). It is defined तद्वति 
तत्प्रकारकः which may be paraphrased as तद्वद्विरोष्यकस्तत्प्रकारकः, that 
is apprehension ofa certain object possessing an attribute as 
possessing that attribute. | 

2. The words विशेषण, विरोष्य and प्रकार should be carefully 

noted as they constantly occur in Nyaya 


विशेषण, विशेष्य works. When we see an object, the object 
and प्रकार. becomes the विशेष्य of our knowledge, while 


the characteristic, which distinguishes that 
object and makes it what it is, is called the प्रकार of the same 
knowledge. Thus in the cognition अयं घटः, घट, the object of 
the cognition is the विशोष्य, while घटत्व, the distinguishing pro- 
perty of घट, is the प्रकार of the corresponding cognition. Hence 
the cognition अयं घटः is defined as घटत्ववद्धटविशेष्यक-घटत्वप्रकारक, 
that is, one which has a jar possessing the attribute jar-ness for 
its object ( विशेष्य ), and has घटत्व for its special characteristic 
(प्रकार ). The use of this two-fold terminology is that while 
the विशेष्य describes the form of the cognition, प्रकार distingui- 
shes it from similar cognition, as for instance घटज्ञान from qe- 
ज्ञान. There is a similar distinction between विशेषण and प्रकार. 
When we see a नीलघट, the quality of नील becomes a प्रकार of 
the cognition of the blue jar, while the same quality blueness is a 
विशेषण of the jar itself. Similarly in the cognition अयं घटः, घटत्व is 
the विशेषण of घट and the प्रकार of घटज्ञान. विशेषण is the property 
of a material object, while प्रकार is the property of knowledge. 
3. The definition of प्रमा-तद्वति तत्प्रकारकोऽनुभवः—can there- 
fore be paraphrased into घटत्ववद्विशेष्यक-घटत्व- 
Pramü and Apramá. प्रकारकोऽनुभवः which in simple. language 
means that in a right apprehension that 


} 
| 
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same characteristic which marks the object must also be the 
distinguishing property of its norion. Hence ४. ४. remarks 
सप्तम्यर्थो विशेष्यत्वम्‌ , meaning that the locative तद्वति denotes that 
the thing (i. €. घट) possessing तत्‌ (i. €. घटत्व) is the object 
(विशेष्य ) of the apprehension, which has the same तत्‌ for its प्रकार, 
All this can be briefly expressed by saying that right apprehen- 
sion is the knowledge of an object as it really exists. The 
opposite of this is अप्रमा, namely, the cognition of a property 
( तत्मकारक:) in a thing which does not possess that property 
(अतद्दति ). The cognition of silver-ness, in a thing which is silver 
is प्रमा ; while the same cognition of silver-ness, if madein a 
mother-of-pearl, which is not silver, becomes अप्रमा. The use of 
the qualification तहि in the definition of प्रमा is made apparent 
in a combined knowledge of two or more things. Suppose we 
perceive घट and पट simultaneously and together, but instead of 
cognizing धट as घट and पट as पट we take घट to be पट and 
vice versa. Here we have a knowledge which has both घट and 
पट for its objects (विशेष्य ) and also घटत्व and yeq for its pro- 
perties (प्रकार ); but it is not a प्रमा because घटत्वप्रकार belongs to 
the part-cognition which is पटविशेष्यक and vice versa. Hence the 
necessity of saying that the knowledge must be तत्मकारक with 
Jeference to the object itself (तद्वति). 


4. A very subtle objection to the definition is suggested and 
answered by T. D. The definition applies 

Some objections. to a cognition of qz when we can interpret 
तद्वति as घटत्वाविकरणे ; but is cannot apply 

to a cognition -of घटत्व itself as residing in a घट, for घटत्व is not 
the अधिकरण of घट or any other thing; so the expression daft 
is meaningless in this case, and the definition will be sara. 
The difficulty can be avoided by taking qa to mean तत्सवन्थवति, 
so that as घट is the अधिकरण of घटत्वसंबन्ध, so sew is the अधि 
करण of घटसंवन्ध and the definition comprehends both. Similarly 
the definition of अप्रमा is too wide as it will apply even to a right 
cognition, ‘This is in union.’ For conjunction being a partial 
( अव्याप्यवृत्ति ) property, the same thing is always संयोगवत्‌ as well 
as संयोगाभाववत्‌; and a cognition इदं संयोगि will be both प्रमा as 
well as अप्रमा, But thisis not so, for in a wrong cognition the 
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knowledge is obtained from a part where there is a negation of 
संयोग, while in a right cogniioin the संयोग is known to be 
on the part having संयोग, Again although a thing resides in 
another by संयोग and not समवाय, its absolute negation subsisting 
on the same substratum by समवायसंवन्ध does not make it a wrong 
cognition. 


All this scholastic subtlety does not lessen even a bit the 
inherent ambiguity of the definitions. The practical difficulty 
is which of the many properties of a thing is denoted by aq, 
and is therefore to be taken as the test of right apprehension. 
That they are the घटत्व of घट and qq of पट will of course 


be the prompt reply; but do घटत्व and परत्व, it may be asked, 


convey any definite ideas apart from घट and qz? We cannot 
understand घटत्व or पटत्व unless we first know what घट or पट is. 
How can then घटत्व or पटत्व become the test of judging the 
validity of the knowledge of घट or पट? It is said that we 
see à घट truly when we observe घटत्व in it, but properly 
speaking we cannot see घटत्व in the thing unless we have first 
recognized the thing to be घट. It is not easy to overcome 
this dilemma. 


5. Other philosophers such as the Samkhyas and the Vedantins 
reject the Nyaya definitions and define प्रमा as अनधिगतावाधितार्थ- 
विपयत्वम्‌ , a cognition having for its object a thing that was not 
apprehended before and that is never contradicted. अनधिगत 
excludes स्मृति and may be omitted if the definition is to “apply 
to both right apprehension and right remembrance. स्मृति also, 
according to Annambhatta (Sect. 65 infra), is divisible into 
यथार्थ and अयथार्थ, though its validity depends on other reasons; 
but according to some Naiyayikas स्मृति is of one kind only. As 
to the three kinds of अयथार्थानुभव see Sect. LXIV and notes 
thereon.. There is no reason why the following four divisions 
of प्रमा should not also be applicable to अयथार्थानुभव. Thus 
there may be a wrong perceptive knowledge owing to defect of 
organs and other causes, or a wrong judgment due to fallacious 
reasoning, or a false analogy, or a misunderstanding of words. 
All these, it seems, will fall under the second division of अयथार्थः 
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namely, विपर्यय, unless of course they have the additional character- 
istic of संशय and तर्क. 


Scr, XXXVI, अनुभवभेदा:, 


Right apprehension is divided into four kinds: Percept, Judg- 
ment, Analogy and Verbal Knowledge. The instruments of these 
are also four, namely: Perception, Inference, Comparison and 
Word or Language. ; 


1. The superiority of Sanskrit terminology is proved here by 

the fact that except in the case of naa the same root supplies two 
distinct and appropriate names, one for the 

Right apprehension instrument, and the other for the result of 
is of four kinds. knowledge, while in English we are often 
obliged to employ the same term for both. 

Even in Sanskrit much confusion often results from the ambiguous 
use of the word प्रत्यक्ष for knowledge and its instrument. I have 
therefore borrowed some new terms from English logic, so as to 
provide different names for each of these. Perception is commonly 
applied to knowledge, its instrument, as well as the act of knowing ; 
but I have restricted it to the instrument only, or rather the in- 
strument in the act of knowing; while a new term Percept is used 
on the authority of Max Miller to denote the particular notion 
acquired by Perception. The act of reasoning is denoted by In- 
ference; while the conclusion reached is called Judgment, which 
according to Mansel is “ a combination of two concepts related to 
one or more common objects of possible intuition. "? उपमिति and 
उपमान are respectively rendered by Analogy and Comparison, the 
latter denoting the actof establishing similarity between two 
things, while the former implies the similarity so established. There 
is no appropriate name for शब्दज्ञान, ‘authority? and ¢ tradition ° 
which are sometimes employed meaning quite different things. 


1. Max Müller, Science of Thought, p. 20. 
2. Mansel, Prologom Log., p. 60. . 
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Verbal Knowledge and Word are therefore used of झाव्दज्ञान and | 
शब्द respectively. 


2. The four varieties of प्रमा as well as their instruments will be | 
defined and explained later; but it will be 
What is Pramàna: useful first to examine the general nature of 
प्रमाण. The aim of Nyāya as that of all 
sciences being the attainment of truth, a knowledge of * proofs’ by 
which that truth is to be known is necessary, according to the 
maxim मानाधीना मेयसिद्धिः, ‘knowledge of the thing to be measured 
depends ona knowledge of the measure." When we have once 
determined the nature and limits of valid proofs, it is comparatively 
easy to arrive at true knowledge by employing those proofs pro- 
‘perly; or rather the latter function, being beyond the province of 
any art or science, may be left to the judgment and capacity of each 
individual. The greater part of Nyaya writing is therefore de- 
‘voted to a consideration of these proofs, and many controversies 
‘have raged respecting them among rival systematists. The number 
of proofs has varied greatly with different schools from oneto nine, 
and all of them have been equally tenacious in holding to their 
favourite theories. Annambhatta follows Gotama in recognizing 
^ four proofs,’ but the assignment of each to the four divisions of 
प्रमा respectively seems to be his own improvement प्रमाण ( प्रमी- 
यतेऽनेनेति ) is defined in T. D. as प्रमाकरणम्‌, * the instrument of right 
apprehension ’; but the definition is rather vague, and inapplicable 
in those cases where the proofs, though perfectly valid in them- 
selves, lead to wrong knowledge owing to extrinsic cause. 


SEY 


3. The definition given by the authoris according to some im- 
perfect, as it mentions only one function of a proof, namely, प्रमा- 
जनकत्व (production of yar). and does not comprehend its other 
function, प्रमाग्वज्ञापक्रत्र (determination of the validity of the प्रमा ). 

-Another and a somewhat more accurate definition is साधनाश्रया- 
Amina सति ग्रमाव्याप्तम्‌ू  * proof is that which is always followed 
by right apprehension (प्रमा ), and is united with the appropriate 


1, G. S. 1, 1, 3. 
2. Sar, D, &, Calc. ed, p. 110, 
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organ and the receptacle of knowledge, viz. soul’. Thus proof is 
first an invariable condition of प्रमा, and not merely the cause of 
प्रमा. प्रमाण has a double function; it not only produces right 
apprehension, but sometimes also tests its truth. It is not therefore 
प्रमाकरण Only, but प्रमात्वज्ञापकफ also; and so the definition प्रमान्याप्त 
is more correct as comprehending both: The Naiyayikas are परत:- 
प्रामाण्यवादिनः, i. e. they hold tat the validity of a cognition is 
proved not by itself, but by some other extraneous means. The 
objection in their view is not therefore very serious. प्रमाण is 
neither soul, nor mind, nor the organs of sense, for if it had been 
so there would have been no necessity of its separate mention apart 
from these latter which are already enumerated. The Mimarmnsakas 
define प्रमाण as अनघिगतार्थगन्तू, ‘that which apprehends an object 
not known before ’; but this definition, says S. C., is wrong because 
in a long series of sensations of the same object, the first only there- 
by becomes प्रमा, while the succeeding sensations will not be प्रमा, 
being अधिगतार्थ, The Mimirisaka’s answer to this objection is: 
that each individual sensation is different from its predecessor in- 
asmuch as it was produced ata different moment. The expression 
अनधिगत is intended to prevent भावनासंस्कार being called the proof 
of स्मृति. The Naiyayikas restrict all proofs to अनुभव 07 new cog- 
nitions and call स्मृति mere repetitions thereof caused by संस्कार 
from previous impressions. 


4. Before proceeding further, it will be worthwhile to notice 
two varieties of knowledge recognized by 
Intwition and belief. European logicians, which are apparently 
left out of the Naiyayika’s classification of 
बुद्धि, namely intuitions and beliefs. An intuition is any knowledge 
whatsoever, sensuous or intellectual, which is apprehended imme- 
diately, that is, without the instrumentality of any sense or 
mental faculty. Axioms in Geometry, and the notions of time, 
space and causality are such intuitions, which do not come under 
any of the heads of अनुभव of the Naiyayikas. Some of these 
are accounted for otherwise, as by the recognition of time and 
space as independent entities which are inferred from their effects, 
The rest will be probably included under स्माति as reminiscences 
of previous births retained by age. The doctrines of age and 
TS, .24 
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transmigration enable Indian philosophers to explain many facts 
that are incomprehensible to Western thinkers. The other kind 
of knowledge that is apparently left unnoticed is belief or faith, 
which differs from cognition in that it denotes ** those exercises of 
the mind in which we believe in the existence of an object, not 
now before us and under immediate inspection.”? We often 
entertain many notions which are not self-evident and yet which 
we do not know to be positively true. These are beliefs. The 
Naiyayikas, it seems, would include them, if authoritative, under 
शाब्दज्ञान, and if not, under अप्रमा. In this way the classification 
of बुद्धि may claim to be exhaustive. 


5४807, XXXVII, करणम्‌ 


An instrument is a cause which is peculiar. 


1. A करण is defined as ‘a cause which is peculiar’. Accord- 

ing to V. V., S. C. and Nilakantha, असाधारण 

Proximate Cause. is inserted to exclude general causes such 
as time and space; but this does not seem 

to be the sole purpose of the word. The word must also be 
intended to exclude other causes such as the intimate and the 
non-intimate causes of a thing, which are neither universal nor 
करण. असाधारण is better paraphrased by Nilakantha as यद्विलम्वा- 
तकृतकार्यानुत्पादस्तत्कारणत्वम्‌, that is, ‘a cause without which a 
desired effect will never be produced’; but this also is not 
strictly accurate. A करण properly speaking is the immediate or 
proximate cause that gathers together the scattered materials 
‘and gives final shape to the product. It is the cause which, other 
accessories being present, is absolutely necessary for the completion 
of the effect. This seems to be the meaning of असाधारण here, which 
considerably differs from the sense in which it is used in other 
passages, But even so much restriction is not sufficient to 








1. M’Gosh, Jntuitions, p. 196. 
2. Sec. Sec. 29, and the reading of several copies in Secs, 24-5-6-7. 
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ensure perfect accuracy in the definition of am. For example, 
दण्ड is an असाधारण निमित्तकारण of घट and is therefore its करण; 
but a दण्ड in a forest can never be the करण of a sz, although 
the definition would equally apply to it, as it is potentially 
if not actually an efficient cause of घट. To exclude avs in the 
forest, the ancient Naiyayikas inserted an additional qualifica- 
tion व्यापारवत्त्वे सति, so that only a दण्ड, which is actually em- 
ployed in the act of producing a jar, is its करण, while a दण्ड 
in the forest having no व्यापार is excluded. व्यापार is defined 
by S. C. as द्रव्येतरत्वे सति तज्जन्यत्वे सति तञ्जन्यजनकः, that is, ‘an 
operation which, not being a द्रव्य, is the product of a thing 
(तत्‌), and produces the effect of that thing.’ When an axe 
lops off a tree, the axe is the करण, the cutting is the final 
product, and the contact of the axe with the wood is the व्यापार, 
because it is produced from the axe and produces the cutting. The 
words द्रव्येतरत्वे सति are inserted in the definition of व्यापार to pre- 
vent an intermediate product ( मध्यमावयविन्‌ ), such as a कपाल, being 
व्यापार, although it is produced from atoms and produces the jar. 
So the complete definition of a करण according to the ancient view 
is व्यापारवदसाधारणं कारणम्‌ , 7. €. ‘a peculiar and operative cause’. 
2. This has given rise to an important controversy bet- 
ween the ancienst and the moderns. The 
The modern view. latter disapprove of the ancient definition 
of करण above given and propose one of 
their own. फलायोगब्यवच्छिन्ने कारणम्‌ , i. e. ‘a cause which is in- 
variably and immediately followed by the product.” This of 
course excludes avs in the forest as well as all universal 
and special causes, which are not necessarily and immediately 
followed by the effect. The difference between the two views 
is not merely verbal but fundamental, for quite different 
things are designated करण according as we accept either of 
the definitions. The definition of the ancients requires the 
करण to be व्यापारवत्‌; and therefore strictly speaking it must 
always be a substance in which actions and qualities that con- 
stitute a व्यापार may inhere; while according to moderns it is 
this व्यापार itself which becomes the करण as it is even more 
proximate to the effect than the material करण of the ancients. 
When an abject for instance is visible the organ of sight comes 
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into contact with the object. This contact ( इन्द्रियसंनिकपे ) is the 
व्यापार, and the organ of sight would be the करण in the act of 
perception according to the ancients; while the moderns would 
call the संनिकर्ष itself the करण, as the फल (percept) immediately 
follows from it, but is not necessarily produced from इन्द्रिय, In 
an inference the ancients are rather inconsistent in calling 
लिज्ञज्ञान ० व्याप्तिज्ञान the करण of अन्नुमिति; since, being a cogni- 
tion i.e. a guna, the ज्ञान cannot properly speaking possess a 
व्यापार which is either guna or karma and as such can inhere 
in a substance alone. In अनुमिति the परामर्श is called the व्यापार 
by the ancients, and the करण by the moderns. Another inconsis- 
tency of the ancient view is that on the anology of प्रलक्ष 
there is no reason why mind should not be the करण of 
अनुमिति instead of व्याप्ति; and mind being also the करण of 
सुखादिप्रलक्ष, अनुमिति and maarag would be confounded. 
These are some of the reasons which make the moderns 
reject the definition व्यापारवतू and define a करण as simply 
फलायोगव्यवच्छित्नम्‌. or more briefly फलव्याप्तम्‌ , that is, one which 
is invariably associated with the फल. This difference of defini- 
tions results in the important distinction of the व्यापार of the 
ancients becoming the करण of the moderns; while the करण of 
the ancients merges, according to the modern view, into the 
general category of simple causes. 
3. The original notion of a करण seems to be that con- 
veyed in Kesava Migra’s definition साधकतमं 
Origin of the कारणं, which is explained as प्रकृष्टं कारणं, a 
difference. cause par excellence.’ Many causes contri- 
bute to produce an effect but some of them 
are,related to the effect more closely than others. Of two 
murderers one who strikes the blow has certainly a greater 
share in the murder than the other who simply holds the victim. 
Some causes are most active and also most essential in pro- 
duction, while others simply aid it. The horse which draws 
the carriage is certainly more efficient than the wheels which 
only facilitate motion by lessening friction. These are causes 
pre-eminently so called, and are distinguished from other 


causes by the special name करण. The sau, pre-eminence of . 
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the करण, is therefore said to consist in its activity or efficiency 
( व्यापारवत्त्व ). Hence a करण came to be defined as व्यापारवत्कारण. 
But here comes another difficulty. The definition व्यापारवत्‌ is 
obviously inaccurate since it applies to an agent also who is by far 
the most active in the production, but who is not called a करण. 
Somehow or other the notion of an instrument or means is in- 
volved in that of करण, and the agent therefore ought to be 
excluded. Hence in discussing the definition of प्रमाण as प्रमाकरण, 
Ke$ava Misra remarks waft प्रमातरि प्रमेये च प्रमानुतपत्तेरिन्द्रियसंयोगादौ 
g सल्यविलम्वेनेव प्रमोत्पत्तेरिन्द्रियसंयोगादिरेवे aca,’ that is अविलम्वेन 
कार्योत्पत्ति (immediate production ) constitutes the sm of a करण, 
and this is found only in the case of इन्द्रियसंनिकर्प, Other efficient 
causes, such as the knower and the object of knowledge are not 
called करण even though they may be व्यापारवत because the result 
is not produced even if they exist. This restriction of करण neces- 
sarily led to the abandonment of व्यापारवत्त्व, and the substitution 
instead of अविलम्बेन कार्योत्पादकत्व, or more accurately फळायोग- 
ssaa, as a definition of करण. But this farther restriction 
went too far as it excluded organs of sense, and in fact all instru- 
ments from the class of करण. The moderns boldly accepted this 
as an इष्टापत्ति, but the ancients could not assent to it as the idea of 
करण was inextricably involved in their mind with the notion of an 
instrument. They therefore satisfied themselves by retaining व्यापार 
वत्त्व and excluding the agent expressly by inserting in the defini- 
tion of पमाण some such limitation as अनुभवत्वव्याप्यजाल्यवच्छिन्न 
कार्यतानिरूपितकारणताश्रयत्वे सति. आत्मा of प्रमाता is excluded because 
he is the कारणताश्रय (i. ९. the cause ) of many other effects besides 
a प्रमा which is a species of अनुभव (अनु-जाति ). This is the gist of 
the controversy about करण, which is furiously raged between the 
ancient and modern Naiyayikas. 
4. The two views being thus distinct, the question naturally 
occurs which of them is adopted by Annam- 
Author's view. bhatta. Before answering this question, it is 
necessary to discuss the reading व्यापारवद- 
साधारणं कारणं करणम्‌ , which occurs in most of the copies of text, 
but which has been for various reasons rejected in this edition. 





1, B. T. Dom. cd. p. 26, 
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Although व्यापारवत is necessary to complete the definition, it is 

almost certain that the word did not exist 
A reading discussed. there originally. The Pratikas in T. D.. 

N. B., S. C. and Nil. prove that the defini- 
tion began with असाधारण; while the fact that both S. C. and Nil. 
expressly quote व्यापारवत्कारणम्‌ ६5 an ancient substitute for असाधा- 
रणं कारणम्‌ shows that in their opinion at least व्यापारवत्‌ did not 
form part of Annambhatta’s definition. Besides, if it had been 
there, the author ought to have defined व्यापार and explained the 
propriety of व्यापारवत्‌ either in the text or in the commentary, 
which he does not do. One Ms. no doubt inserts the words तज्जन्यत्वे 
सति तञ्जन्यजनको व्यापारः after the definition of करण in the text; 
but the addition is clearly spurious; and the readings of N and Y 
are equally unauthenticated. In Sect. 41 again, the author repeats 
that असाधारणकारण alone is करण whithout mentioning व्यापाखत्‌ , 
while in Sect. 45 he calls लिङ्गपरामदी itself the करण of अनुमिति, 
although it cannot be so according to the definition व्यापारवत्‌ . 
But as if not wishing to leave the point in any doubt, the author 
himself, in the Dipika on Sect. 47, quotes व्यापारवत्कारणं as a dis- 
tinct view which he disapproves, remarking emphatically लाघवेन 
सर्वत्र परामर्शस्यैव करणत्वात्‌. On the other hand, at the end of Sect. 
43 he as emphatically declares इन्द्रिय to be the करण of saa which 
can only be true if we accept tlie ancient definition. Similarly he 
calls सादृझ्यज्ञान the करण of उपमिति, and mentions अतिदेशवाक्यार्थ- 
स्मरण as a distinct व्यापार. In the case of शाब्दज्ञान again he 
seems inclined to prefer the modern doctrine. 


5. The question therefore which view was accepted by Annam- 
bhatta must still remain involved in doubt. Probably he had 
formed no decisive opinion on the point, and was wavering bet- 
ween the two conflicting views. That there is a clear inconsistency 
between his calling on the one hand इन्द्रिय and agaaga the करण 
of प्रत्यक्ष and उपमिति respectively and on the other his preference for 
परमार्श as the करण of अनुमिति is undeniable; but it is hard to be- 
lieve, as somehave supposed, that such a glaring inconsistency was 
due to an oversight of the author. Most probably he was fully 
conscious of it, and accepted itas inevitable in an elementary 
treatise like the present, which, being. intended for beginners, 
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preserved as much consistency and accuracy as was com- 
patible with simplicity and clearness. If he had accepted 
either of the two views in toto, he must necessarily have 
launched into the controversy as to the comparative merits of 
the rival views, which from its subtlety and intricacy is quite 
beyond the capacity of beginners. He followed the ancient view 
in प्रत्यक्ष and उपमिति, because it was more easily comprehensible 
by beginners. while by accepting परामर्श to be the am of अनु- 
मिति, he certainly made his treatment of inference simpler, 
more rational and more methodical. Thus practical expediency 
rather than theoretical consistency seems to have weighed with 
the author in his accepting different doctrines in different places. 
That he purposely did this seems evident from his employment 
of sucha vague word as असाधारण in the definition of करण and 
the total absence of any allusion to व्यापारवत्‌ either in the text 
or in the commentary of the present section. This omission 
must have been deliberate, for the controversy about ब्यापारवत्‌ 
had raged furiously, and was too important to be passed over 
through inadvertency by such a careful writer as Annambhatta. 
The conclusion seems irresistible that he purposely used an 
ambiguovs word like असाधारण which might apply to either of 
the two views of करण. 
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Sxor. XXXVIII. कारणस . 


A cause is that which invariably precedes the effect. 


1. The definition of zw having referred to a कारण, the 
latter is now defined as ‘ that which invari- 
Cause. ably ( नियत ) precedes ( पूर्ववृत्ति ) its effect 
(कार्य ). ' That a cause must precede its 
effect is evident, for otherwise it will not be a cause. T. D. 
remarks that yafa is inserted to exclude कार्य itself. But 
all antecedent things are not necessarily causes. The potter’s 
ass that carries the earth of which jars are made, precedes 
the jar, but it is not an invariable antecedent, for earth can be 
brought in hand or in a cart, and so the jars can be made 
with the aid of the ass. Hence the word नियत is inserted to 
exclude all but invariable antecedents. 


2. The definition in the text is not, however, sufficiently ac- 
curate, and hence T. D. adds another qualification अनन्यथासिद्धत्वे 
सति, which means “ provided the antecedent thing is not con- 
nected with the effect too remotely." The father of the potter 

‘for instance invariably precedes the jar, for without him the 
potter would not be born, and without the potter there could 
be no jar; but the potter’s father and all his ancestors are 
not causes of the jar. Again. while ave is the cause of the 
jar, the दण्डरूप is not, although it. is as much an invariable 
antecedent as the दण्ड itself. To exclude these the limitation 
अनन्यथासिद्ध is added, so that all things, which, though invari- 
ably preceding, are not immediately connected with the effect, 
are excluded. S. C. paraphrases the definition as कार्यान्नियता 
( अवश्यंभाविनी ) gaara: ( पूर्वक्षणब्ृत्तिः) यस्य तत्तथा. नियतपूर्ववृत्तित्व is 
explained as अव्यवहितपूर्वकालावच्छेदेन कार्यदेशे सत्त्वम्‌ , 1. e. “ existence 
in the same place as the effect at the moment immediately preced- 
ing its production." This will exclude the ass, the potter's 
father and even the अरण्यस्थ avs if necessary; but दण्डरूप and 
दण्डत्वजाति would still come in, and can be excluded only 
by a separate qualification such as अनन्यथासिंद्ध- Accordingly 
V. V. sums up the complete definition of कारण as नियता- 


न्यथासिद्धभिन्नत्वे सति  कार्याव्यव दितपूर्वक्षणावच्छिज्ञ-कार्याधिकरणदेशनिरूपिताधेयता 
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वदभावप्रातयोगितानवच्छेदकधर्मवत्‌ क्रारणम्‌ . The whole of this long 
and terribly involved expression means nothing more than 
that a cause must be invariable ( नियत ), must not be too remote 
( अन्यथासिद्धभिन्न ) and must not be the counter entity (प्रतियोगि- 
तानवच्छेदकधर्मवत्‌) of a negation (अभाव) that resides in the 
place of the effect (कार्याधिकरणंदेशनिरूपिताधेयतावत्‌ ) at the moment 
immediately preceding production कार्याव्यवद्दितपूर्वक्षणावच्छिन्न ). 
All these circumlocutions have no doubt their use in the Nyaya 
system, but the whole definition does not after all amount to 
much more than Mill’s definition of a cause ds ‘an uncoditi- 
onal and invariable antecedent *. 
3. The word अनन्यथासिद्ध being thus necessary to complete the 
definition of कारण, it may be asked why it 
A reading discussed. is omitted in the text of this edition, especi- 
ally when it is found in almost all copies. 
The reasons for dropping अनन्यथासिद्ध from the text are not indeed 
as strong as those for omitting व्यापारवत्‌ from the preceding defini- 
tion; but they are sufficiently cogent to warrant the guess that 
the word did not originally exist in the text but was probably 
added afterwards by the Dipika. The reading in the text is taken 
from four authentic Mss. as being what the author probably wrote 
at first. Five copies prefix अनन्यथासिद्ध to the definition, while two 
others read अनन्यथासिद्धत्वे सति and कार्ये अन्यथा सिद्धशून्यत्वे सति res- 
pectively before नियत etc. In J, the oldest of the Mss. available, 
the word is absent in the body but is added in the margin by a 
later corrector. V. V. and S. C. appear to take अनन्यथासिद्ध as part 
of the definition; but N. B. is evidently of the contrary opinion, 
its remark अतो5नन्यथासिद्धमपि पदं कारणलक्षणे निवेशनीयम्‌ showing 
that it did not find the words in the original. Any doubts on the 
point, however, should be removed by the प्रतीक in T. D. which is 
the same inall copies and which shows that the definition began 
with the word ari. Besides the wording of T. D. अनन्यथासिदत्वे 
सतीति विशेषणात्‌ also implies that the words were added by the com- 
mentary and did not stand in the text at first. The different read- 
ings of E and H also bear a very close and therefore suspici- 
ous resemblance to the remark in T. D. and suggest the infer- 
ence that they were inserted into the text from T, D. by 
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some Jater copyist to supply the imperfection of the original 
definition. It may therefore be presumed that the word अन- 
न्यथासिद्ध was at first left out of the definition of कारण, either 
inadvertently or purposely as being too obscure for the easy com- 
prehension of beginners, and the omission was supplied by the 
author himself in the Dipika, which is evidently intended for 
advanced scholars. Later copyists, however, who could not bear 
to see the definition in a standard book being so palpably im- 
perfect, tried to supply the omission from the commentary and 
supplied it differently. 
4. .अनन्यथासिद्ध is the opposite of अन्यथासिद्ध, which means 
* proved to be antecedent through another’, 
Propriety of the that is, a thing the antecedence of which 
qualification. is due to the antecedence of another thing 
to the effect. Roer translates the word 
अन्यथासिद्ध by ‘superfluous causality’, probably on the authority 
of some writers who explain अन्यथासिद्ध as denoting a cause 
which is not necessary for the production of effect! But this 
view is wrong as will appear from the following quotation from 
S. C., which, after explaining अन्यथासिद्ध as अवश्यक्लप्तनियतपूर्व- 
वर्तिन एव कार्यसंभवे तत्सद्दभूतम्‌ , remarks “afg. अन्यत्रछप्तनियतपूर्व- 
वर्तिन एव कार्यसंभवे तद्भिन्नमन्यथासिद्ध यथा ख्ूपप्रागभावशून्यस्थले FA- 
नियतपूर्ववतिनो गंधप्रागभावादेव पाकजस्थलेऽपि गंधरूपकार्यसंभवे . तद्भिन्नो 
रूपप्रागभावो गन्धप्रागभावेनान्यथासिद्ध इति वदन्ति तदसत्‌ | दण्डत्वादे- 
रन्यथासिद्धत्वानापत्तः. The argument of S. C. is that अन्यथासिद्ध is 
not merely a cause that is unnecessary for production, but every- 
thing that accomponies a necessary antecedent; otherwise दण्ड- 
त्वजाति will not be. अन्यथासिद्ध as it is quite necessary for the 
production of a jar, because without दण्डत्व there will be no 
ave and consequently no घट also. Roer’s rendering is therefore 
incorrect and the word really means‘a thing which is proved ' 
to be antecedent (cause) to the effect, through another or 
because it accompanies another’, that is, a secondary cause 
deriving its character through the primary and real cause. 


l. Roer's trans. of B. P. Bibl. In. p. 10. 
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5. T. D. mentions three varieties of these ‘secondary antece- 
dents?, which Annambhatta, says Nilakantha, borrowed from 
Gangesa, the author of Tattva-Cintamarni, viz.:.— (1) first, the 
things that are connected by समवायसंवन्ध with कारण, and are there- 
fore antecedent to effect through it, as for instance the तन्तुरूप and 
तन्तुत्व, which being intimately united witha-g, are antecedent to 
its effect qz; (2) secondly, the things that are antecedent to कारण, 


and are therefore a fortiori antecedent to the effect, such as the 
potter's father who, being anterior to the potter, must be antece- 
dent to the jar also, or as ether which is antecedent to a jar, be- 
cause it is the intimate cause of the word az that always precedes 
the thing घट; (3) and thirdly, all other concomitants of कारण 
that are not connected with it by समवाय, such as रूपप्रागभाव, which 
is not the cause of गन्ध, although in a baking jar or a ripening 
mango it co-exists with गन्धप्रागभाव which is the real cause of गन्ध. 
This classification does not claim to be exhaustive, and in fact, the 
first two classes are obviously included in the last. 


6. Others mention five varieties of अन्यथासिद्ध which are thus 
summed up by Visvanatha :— 
येन सह wma: (1) कारणमादाय वा यस्य (2) 
अन्य प्रति पूर्व भावे ज्ञाते यत्पूर्वेभावविज्ञानम्‌ (3 )॥ 
जनकं प्रति पूर्ववर्तितामपरिज्ञाय न यस्य गृह्यते ( 4 )। 
अतिरिक्तमथापि यद्भवेन्नियतावञ्यकपूर्वं भाविनः ( 5 ) ॥ 
And these are illustrated thus :— 
एते पञ्चान्यथासिद्धा दण्डत्वादिकमादिमम्‌ | 
घरादौ दण्डरूपादि द्वितीयमपि दर्शितम्‌ ॥ 
तृतीयं तु भवेद्वयोम ङुलाङजनकोऽपरः | 
पञ्चमो रासभादिः स्या देतेष्वावञ्यकस्स्वसौ ॥ 


“‘l. B. P. 18-21, 
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Of these the first two correspond to the first class of Annam- 
bhatta, the third and fourth to his second class, and the fifth to 
his third. The splitting of the first two varieties mentioned in T. 
D. is based on minute distinctions between the illustrations which 
are of no special importance. अन्यथासिद्ध being thus described and 
its need to complete the definition being proved, an objection may 
be made to the retention of the word नियत in the definition of कारण 
asits purpose is served by the last kind of अन्यथासिद्धि, the in- 
stance रासभ coming under that head. नियत is not, however, useless, 
for, though an individual ass may be अन्यथासिद्ध as regards a parti- 
cular घट, रासभत्व in general is not so with respect to घटत्व, and 
hence नियत is necessary to exclude it. It may also be pointed out 
that the word अन्यथासिद्ध is too vague and general, and नियत helps 
to make its meaning more definite. 


Szor. XXXIX. कार्यस . 
Effect is counter-entity of antecedent negation. 


1. As the definition of cause is framed in terms of the effect, we 
cannot fully understand it unless we know 

Effect. what effect is. Effect is therefore defined 
as a thing that is the counter entity of (its) 

anterior negation; in other words an effect is that which has a 
beginning. प्रागभाव will be subsequently explained as the negation 
of a thing before it comes into existence; and so, to say that an 
effect has a प्रागभाव is tantamount to saying that it has a beginning 
(आदि ) and is not eternal. Eternity may, however, be limited on 
both sides, past and future, of which past non-eternity alone corres- 
ponds (0 क्रार्यत्व. Both प्रागभाव and ध्वंस are non-eternal but ध्वंस, 
having a beginning but no end, is कार्य while प्रागभाव having an end 
but no beginning is not कार्य. Hence कार्य is defined as the प्रतियोगी 
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(contradictory) of प्रागभाव. प्रागभाव is not a कार्य, as it cannot be 
प्रतियोगी of itself. 


Now what is a प्रतियोगी ? The idea of a प्रतियोगी is one of 
those conceptions which are more easy to 

What ii a Prati- understand than to define; and conse- 
yogin ? quently various definitions of प्रतियोगिता 

are given according to the standpoints from 

which the writers view it. प्रतियोगिता is no doubt a relation ; 
but how can there be any relation between existence ( भाव ) 
and non-existence, between a thing and no-thing? अभाव, how- 
ever, is an independent entity according to Nyaya; and hence 
this relation is possible. Besides प्रतियोगिता is not an objective 
connection between two external things; it is truly speaking 
a purely subjective relation existing between the subjective 
notions of those things. Though the things may be non-existent 
and immaterial, their notions are real enough to allow a rela- 
tion between them. Thus an अभाव may be pure negation, but 
the notion of अभाव is positive and really exists in the mind; 
and it must therefore have some external object to which it 
corresponds. अभाव itself cannot be this object because it has 
no positive existence; and hence this object by which the 
notion of अभाव is produced and is to be explained must be 
found among the six positive padarthas. That भावपदार्थ there- 
fore by which a particular notion of अभाव is explained is called 
the प्रतियोगी of that अभाव. A घट is thus called the प्रतियोगी 
of घटाभाव, and पट of पटाभाव, because the notions of those 
two negations depend for their existence on the prior know- 
ledge of घट and पट respectively. This is one kind of प्रतियोगिता- 
संबन्ध, and is called ffeaeq (opposition). Another kind is 
called वित्तिवेद्यत्व and exists between a thing and its attribute 
or rather between two objects and the relation between them, 
as for instance, when we say that a face is like the moon, 
moon is the प्रतियोगी of the सादृदयसंवन्य residing in gu. In 
this case also the notion of urzxs depends on the prior know- 
ledge of the moon, but this प्रतियोगिता differs from the former 
in having a corresponding external object. The first प्रति- 
योगिता is a relation between two things of which one exists 
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and the other does not, while the second lies between things 
which are both positive and existing. The first may be called 
contrariety as that between घट and घाभाव; the second co- 
existence as that between moon and its attribute the साठृइय, 
meaning of course those qualities which it has in common with 
मुख. Similarly the thing in relation to which this प्रतियोगिता 
is spoken of is called the अनुयोगी of the relation. Thus ga 
of which the likeness to the moon is predicated is the अनु- 
योगी of the साइश्य; while the भूतल of which घटाभाव is like- 
wise predicated is called the अनुयोगी of that अभाव. Now 
qz is the प्रतियोगी of घरप्रागभाव; and पट of पटप्रागभाव; 9७0 कार्य 
in general is the प्रतियोगी of the प्रागभाव of all products, 
that is of प्रागभाव in general. 


3. The definition of कार्य given in the text involves a 
very important principle which is one of 


The theory of the cardinal doctrines of Nyaya philoso- 
Causality. phy, and which, as having been the sub- 
: ject of bitter controversy, requires some 
notice. The doctrine is that an effectis non-existent before 
production, and is quite distinct from its cause. This apparently 
simple doctrine, involving as it does many wider issues, sharply 
divides the Nyaya-Vaisesika from other schools of philosophy, 
and is as a matter of fact the keystone of its realistic philoso- 
phy. There are four principal theories of causation accepted 
by different Indian philosophers, which are thus summed up 
by Madhavacarya:— इह कार्यकारणभावे चतुर्था विप्रतिपत्तिः प्रसरति। 
असतः सञ्जात इति सौगताः संगिरन्ते । नेयायिकादयः सतोऽसञ्जायत इति । 
वेदान्तिनः सतो विवर्तः कार्यजातं न ठु वस्तु सदिति। साङ्ख्याः पुनः सतः 


सञ्जायत इति ।' 
While the Bauddhas hold that a real effect is produced 


from an unreal cause, that is, from absolute non-existence, 
the Vedantins maintain the opposite view of the reality of 








1, Sarva D. S. Calc. ed, p. 147. 
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the cause and the total unreality of effect. The Naiyayikas and 
Samkhyas accept the reality of both cause and effect, but while 
the latter hold both of them to be always and simultaneously 
existing, the Naiyayikas consider the effect.to be non-existing 
before creation. In the Bauddha system, creation is the pro- 
duction of a thing out of nothing; in Nyaya it is the pro- 
duction of a new thing out of an old one; in Samkhya 
it is merely the evolution of the latent properties of the cause 
itself; in Vedanta it is a mental conception only, and corres- 
ponds to no actual change in the cause itself. 


4. The Bauddha view is opposed to the celebrated Aristo- 
telian maxim Ex nihilo nihil fit, and has 
Realism and idealism. been severely criticised by all orthodox 
schools, while the third, viz. the Vedantic 
view being involved in the general doctrine of Maya stands by 
itself. The bitterest controversy has raged between the 
Samkhyas and the  Naiyayikas, as regards their particular 
views, namely, the सत्कार्यवाद and the असत्कार्यवाद as they are 
respectively called. The Nyaya view is admirably summed up 
in Annambhatta’s definition of कार्य, that an effect being the 
प्रतियोगी of प्रागभाव in general is totally non-existent before 
creation. 


5. The सत्कार्यवाद of the Samkhyas as well as the arguments 
by which it is supported are thus summarized in I$varakrgna's 
tenth Karika :— 


असदकरणात्‌, उपादानग्रहणात्‌ , सर्वसंभवाभावात्‌।, 
' गाक्तस्य दाक्यकारणातू , कारणभावाच्च, सत्कायेम्‌ u? 


Five reasons are given for rejecting the Nyaya doctrine of 
non-existent effect, and holding that the effect does exist 
latently in the cause even before creation. First, that which 


1. See Sarhkara, on Brahm. Sit. II, 2. 26 z 
2. Samkhya, T. K. 10, 
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does not exist can never be created, for a blue colour cannot 
be changed into yellow even by a thousand artizans. Secondly, 
the material cause is always found associated with the effect, 
as sesamum with oil; and as there can be no association with 
a non-existing thing the effect must be existing in its cause. 
Thirdly, if it be said that a cause might produce an effect 
even though totally unconnected, any thing can be produced 
from anything, for there will be no reason to determine that 
a particular effect shall be produced from a particular cause 
only; while as a matter of fact we find this to be actually 
the case, and hence the effect must be pre-existing in the cause. 
Fourthly, if it be maintained that an unconnected cause produces 
the effect owing to some inherent faculty in itself, is this power 
or faculty, it must be asked, connected in any way with the 
effect? If it is, then it is as much as saying that the effect 
pre-exists in the cause; while if it is not, the previous difficulty 
recurs as to how a particular effect only is produced from the 
power. Lastly, as cause and effect are of the same nature, 
one cannot be always existing while the other is non-existent. 
Both of them ought therefore to co-exist. All these arguments 
can be summed up in one objection against the Nyaya doctrine 
'that if the effect is totally distinct from the cause there can 
be found no determining principle to establish the relation of 
causality between the two things, and the doctrine will approxi- 
mate to the Bauddha view that the effect is produced from 
nothing. This may be the reason why the followers of Nyaya- 
Vaisesika are often taunted as being अर्धवैनाशिक ( Semi-Buddhists ) 
by their orthodox opponents. And as the Bauddha doctrine 
is opposed to nature, Nyaya theory also must be rejected as 
having the same tendency. 


6. The chief argument by which the Naiyayikas defend 
their view is that unless effect is supposed to be quite distinct 
from itscause we cannot account for the obvious difference 
between the two. Age must be something different. from its 
constituent parts, for otherwise it would not be घट at all. The 
same atoms can be used to make a jar and a saucer; and if cause 
and effect are not distinct, both qz and दराव will be identical 
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with the atoms, and therefore will be identical with each other 
according to the axiom that things equal to the same thing 
are equal to one another. But az is certainly not a amr, for 
it has a certain form or shape ( कम्बुग्रीवादिमत्व) which is not 
found in the latter. The Vedintins, who hold सत्कार्यवाद, avoid 
this difficulty by denying the axiom itself. Again the particular - 
shape ( कम्वुम्ीवादिमत्त्व of a jar, or आतानवितानवत्तन्तुमत्त्व of a piece 
of cloth), is not found in the parts either separately or collectively. 
Whence does it come then? It cannot be said that it does 
exist latently in the cause, and that production is nothing but 
its manifestation; for this manifestation itself, being an effect, 
must have existed previously. The आकारविद्येप and all other 
properties which distinguish a qz from its parts must therefore 
have been newly produced. As the Nyaya theory of असत्कार्य 
has a tendency to the Buddhistic nihilism (sema), the 
Samkhya doctrine of सत्कार्य or परिणाम ultimately merges into 
the pantheism (विवर्त or मायावाद ) of the Vedantins. If an effect 
is materially indistinct from the cause, its special properties must 
be real or unreal. If real, they must have been newly produced 
(as the Naiyayikas say), or only manifested; in the latter 
case their manifestation will require another manifestation, and 
so on ad infinitum. If the properties are unreal, they can be 
only notional and attributed to the effect by a subjective error 
(अध्यास), which is the doctrine of विवर्त. Thus the controversy 
ends practically in a draw, and the problem remains insoluble. 


7. A little consideration will suffice to show that the असत्कार्यवाद 
is the basis of Realism, while सत्कार्यवाद inevitably leads to all sorts 
of Ideal and Pantheistic theories. All the important conceptions 
of Nyaya, such as those of atoms, God, soul, Samavaya, Visesa and 
Abhava will be found, if properly analysed, to depend ultimately on 
this fundamental doctrine of non-existent effect, and it was therefore 
to be wished that the author had said something about it in the text. 
But he probably avoided all reference to it, as being too intricate 
and controversial for beginners. A student, however, can never 
clearly understand the Nyaya-Vaisesika systems, unless he has 
thoroughly grasped their peculiar veiw of causality. 

TS..26 
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8. It is of course needless to point out that the cause over 

which this controversy has arisen is the material 

The instrumental cause, or उपादान as it is generally called. 

and non-intimate As tothe instrumental causes there is no 

causes, difference of opinion, while the non-intimate 

cause is not recognized by any systematist 

except the Naiyayikas. This last is an arbitrary assumption nece- 

ssitated by the Nyaya theory of causation and is inseparable 
from it. 


9. The recognition of a non-intimate cause has made the Naiya- 
yikas liable to a severe attack by their usual 


T'he controversy opponents, the Mimdamsakas, who advocate 
about causation, सत्कार्यवाद. The arguments on both sides of 


this controversy are so strong and cogent and 
yet so irreconcilable, that one is inevitably led to suspect that, 
as both cannot be right, both of them must be wrong. It is 
not easy to find out where their error lies, but the fact that 
so much philosophical subtlety should have been spent without 
advancing a single step naturally suggests the inference that 
they must have misunderstood the question altogether, or must 
have been seeking for the true solution in a wrong direction. 
This is partially true, but partially only, for as a matter of fact 
the difficulty of getting aright solution is to a considerable extent 
inherent in the subject itself. The chief cause of the error of 
these Indian schoolmen appears to be their want of a true 
inductive method by which alone the true notion of causality 
could be attained. Instead of determining the nature of 
causation as it is actually found in the world outside, they 
‘started from a limited experience and began to analyse their 
own a priori notions of cause and effect. Of course this 
deductive reasoning they carried to perfection, but it could 
not avail them very far. The result has been that though 
the subsequent speculations are good specimens of correct 


—— 
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logic, the preliminary notions on which they are based remain 
crude and often groundless. Thus, while the definition of a कारण 
is guarded on ali sides from the usual three faults of a definition 
by carefully chosen qualifications, no attempt is made to explain 
the fundamental notions involved in it. 


10. A cause for instance is said to be that which is not 
अन्यथासिद्ध. But what is अन्यथासिद्ध ? No accurate and compre- 
hensive definition of the word is given, and the classification 
too is merely illustrative and not exhaustive; so that we are 
ultimately left to our own unaided intuition to discover whether 
a particular thing is a true cause or is अन्यथासिद्ध, The potter’s 
father is declared to be अन्यथासिद्ध, but what about the potter 
himself? The doer or agent is nowhere expressly mentioned 
as a cause; the potter therefore must be either the निमित्तकारण 
of घट like a दण्ड, or must be अन्यथासिद्ध, An intelligent 

agent is required to set the particles in 

Agent. motion, and as the motion is the imme- 

diate cause of the product, the agent may 

in one sense be said to become अन्यथासिद्ध by this intervention 

of the motion. But the agent is commonly received as a cause, 

and oftentimes the most important cause. He is in fact the 

most indispensable cause; and yet, strange as it may seem, 

he is classed along with inanimate and often optional means 

such as दण्ड and चक्र. The difference between an intelligent 

agent and other causes does not seem to have weighed much 
with the Naiyayikas. 


11. Again the distinction between material and instrumental 
causes is not made quite clear. A jar is 

The material and made of particles of earth that are held 
instrumental causes. together by water by means of a peculiar 
property in it named «ig. Is this water 

an उपादान or निमित्त कारण only? Properly speaking it should 
be the first, for it is inseparable from the jar. The jar will 
weigh something over and above the particles of earth composing 
it, and the excess is unquestionably the weight of the water. 
The water should therefore be as much a समवायिकारण as the 


204 Tarka-Samgraha [ SECT. XXXIX 


earth ; and yet the Naiyayikas appear to include it among 
instrumental cause. Similarly in every product formed by the 
combination of several ingredients it is absurd to call one 
material and the others instrumental: causes only; but the 
Naiyayikas nowhere recognize the possibility of several intimate 
causes forming one product. Perhaps they may silently acquiesce 
in it; but the fact is positively irreconcilable with the rival 
theory of सक्तार्यवाद, According to this latter doctrine, the jar 
must before creation be latent.in both its material causes, namely 
earth and water; but how is this posssble, when the two ingre- 
dients might have perhaps been separated by hundreds of miles ? 
The earth of the Himalayas and the water of the Ganges 
might go to form a jar which could not have certainly existed 
at one time in both those places. If this is the case with 
mechanical mixtures, much greater difficulties will occur in what 
we now call chemical combinations where the properties of 
the constituents and oftentimes the constituents themselves are 
either disguised or completely transformed in the process of 
production. 


12. The above-mentioned objections are after all superficial 
and can be removed by speculative artifices. But there are 
others which lie deeper, and which strike at the very foundation 
of both the rival theories. The common assumptions which seem 

to underlie these theories are that every 
Where the error lies, effect has one cause and that there is in- 

variable concomitance between the two; but 
this is not warranted by experience. The disturbing influence 
of what Mill calls Plurality of causes and intermixture of effects, 
has been totally ignored by Indian systematists, and consequently 
their theories have often been at marked variance with observed 
phenomena. The same effect may be produced from several 
alternative causes, while the same number of ingredients differently 
combined might produce totally different products. Heat for 
instance may be produced either by friction or by electricity 
and therefore neither can be the cause of heat according to the 
Nyaya definition of a cause, as neither is invariably ( नियत ) 
antecedent (qdgRr) to the कार्य, Perhaps the Naiyayika will 
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include both friction and electricity among efficient causes which 
may be optional, or he will call them अन्यथासिद्ध, the vibrations 
of particles by either being the real proximate cause of heat; 
but that will not improve his position very much. Besides 
while the two controversialits have confined themselves to material 
causes they have not given much attention to the efficient ones 
whice are generally as important as, if not often more so than, 
the material causes. The controversy has been in fact carried on 
more on speculative than on practical grounds; and consequently 
the result also has been barren. Bacon’s strong condemnation of 
the schoolmen of medieval Europe applies in a great measure to 
their prototypes, the Indian systematists. 


13. The real difficulty of the solution lies in the metaphysical 
conception of causality, which when analyzed resolves itself into 
mere sequence of things or successive events.. Kant's explanation 
of the insolubility of this problem is that the conception of 
causation is intuitive like those of time and space, and cannot 
be proved by reasoning as it is anterior to and is itself in fact 
the basis of all process of reasoning. The Vedantins alone of all 
Indian systimatists appear to have sufficiently grasped this idea 
of causality, and have expressed itin their own way by calling 
कार्यत्व an आरोपित or अध्यस्त धर्म, The realism of the  Naiyayikas 
prevents them from accepting any such view. 
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SECT. XL. कारणानि. 


Cause is of three kinds, ‘ intimate’, ‘non-intimate’ and 

* instrumental? or ‘efficient’. The intimate 

The three Causes. cause is * that in inseparable union with 

which the effect is produced’, as the threads 

are of the cloth or the cloth is of the colour on it. The non- 

intimate cause is ‘one which is inseparably united in the same 

object either with the effect or with the ( intimate ) cause’ as the 

conjunction of threads is of the cloth, or the colour of threads is 

of the colour of cloth. * A cause different from both these? is an 
instrumental cause, as the shuttle of the loom. 


1. The threads constitute the intimate or material cause of 

the piece of cloth, because the latter is 

Zntimate Cause. connected with the former by intimate union 

( समवेतम्‌==अवयवित्वात्‌ समवायसंवन्धन संबद्धम्‌ ). 

Similarly the colour in the piece of cloth being a quality resides 

in it by समवाय (s: समवायः), and hence the piece of cloth 

is the intimate cause of the colour. All constituent parts of a 

substance and all substances are intimate causes of their products 

as well as inhering qualities and actions respectively. The sub- 

stratum is deemed a cause in the latter case because the qualities 
and actions cannot exist without it. 


2. The non-intimate cause is a link as it were between the 
intimate cause and the product. It is of 

Non-intimate Cause. two sorts. One is intimately connected with 
3 the material cause, and is thus समानाधिकरण 
with the product. The conjunction with which the separate 
threads are held together and which enables them to form the 
cloth-piece is the non-intimate cause, because being a quality 
it resides in the threads by समत्राय, and is thus समानाधिकरण 
with yz. This तन्ठुसंयोग is a necessary cause because it makes 
the पट what it looks, and distinguishes it from a mere bundle 
of threads. The example of the second kind of non-intimate 
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“cause is तन्तुरूप whith is the non-intimate cause of पटरूप, because ' 

it is intimately united with the (intimate) cause (तन्तु ) of the 
substance ( पट ) which is the intimate cause of yea. The colour 
of the threads is not the intimate cause of the colour of the 
cloth-piece because they are व्यधिकरण, and so there can be no 
connection between them. तन्तुरूप and पटरूप are not समानाधिकरण, 
for while तन्तुरूप resides in the threads, the पटरूप resides in 
the cloth. They are therefore connected only indirectly ( परंपरा- 
संबन्धेन), which is explained by S. C. as पटरूपसमवायिक्रारणीभूतपट- 
सामानाधिकरण्यस्य तत्त्वे सत्त्वात्‌ परंपरासंवन्धेन पटरूपसामानाधिकरण्यमपि 
सुलभमेवेतिभावः । परंपरासंबन्धश्च समवायिसमवायः।; that is, while 
तन्तुस॑योग is समानाधिकरण with पट by the समवाय relation, the 
तन्तुरूप is so with पररूप by the combined relation, समवायिसमवाय 
i. e. a समवाय with the पट, the समवायिकारण of wer. Both 
तन्तुस॑योग and तन्तुरूप are, however, called the असमवायिकारण of 
पट and पटरूप respectively. S. C. therefore gives, as a joint 
definition of the two sorts of non-intimate causes, समवाय-स्वसमवायि- 
समवायान्यतरसंवन्धेन कार्येण सहैकस्मिन्नर्थे समवायेन पप्रलयासत्नत्वे सति आत्म- 
विदोपशुणान्यत्वे सति कारणमसमवायिकारणम्‌; that is, a non-intimate 
cause should reside by समवाय, in a common thing in which कर्य 
resides either by समवाय or समवायिसमवाय, and should at the 
same time be different from the special qualities of the soul. The 
latter saving clause is needed to prevent cognitions produced 
from them, simply because both are intimately united with the 
same अधिकरण, the soul. It is of course needless to remark that 
the word कारण in the definition of असमवायिकारण in the text is to 
be taken for समवायि कारण. 


3. The class of efficient causes comprises everything else that 

is necessary for the production of the effect 

Instrumental cause. but is not inseparable from it, such as the 
loom and the shuttle-cock in the case of the 

cloth-piece. Intrumental causes are of two sorts, ‘ universal ? 
which are eight (gat, तज्ज्ञानच्छाकृतय:, दिक्कालौ, and अदृष्टम्‌ includ- 
ing धर्म and अधर्म) and ‘ special’ which are innumerable. The 
agent also appears to be included in this third class, which is 
as a matter of fact miscellaneous, and comprehends everything 
that is not included in the first two. Others first divide cause 
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into two sorts, principal (मुख्य) and accessary (अभुख्य ), and 
then split up the principal cause into the above three classes, 
the group of accessories consisting of all those minor circumstances 
which are required before production. Of the three sorts of causes 
mentioned above, the intimate cause is always a substance, 
because no other padartha is capable of being the substratum of 
an intimate union; the non-intimate cause must be either an 
action or a quality, and nothing else; while the instrumental 
cause may be of any kind. The above three sorts of causes exist, 
it is said, in the case of positive things only, the अभाव having 
only an instrumental cause. Mere negation cannot have an inti- 
mate ora non-intimate cause asit does not reside in anything 
by intimate union. A remark to this effect is found in one copy 
of T. D. but its authority was not sufficient to warrant the addi- 
tion in our text. 


4. The name असमवायि is rather misleading, as it does not 
properly denote a cause which is not connected by समवाय with 
the effect. In this sense निमित्तकारण will also be असमवायि, while 
one species of असमवायि proper will be excluded. The origin 
of the name can be explained only by supposing that Naiya- 
yikas first divided causes into two classes, those which are sepa- 
rable, and those which are inseparable from effects. The first 
are instrumental; the second are of two sorts, material or 
समवायि and non-material or असमवायि. So an असमवायि simply 
means an inseparable cause which is different from समवायि. 
The अप्तमवायिकारण is not recognized by other systematists, and 
is an invention of the Naiyayikas, who, holding the theory of 
the utter distinctness of effect from cause, are obliged to assume 
a link to join the two. The advocates of सत्कार्यवाद regard cause 
and effect as united by the relation of identity ( तादात्म्यसंवन्ध ). 
Nor do they recognize समवाय. In their opinion therefore causes 
are only two-fold, material ( उपादान) and instrumental ( निमित्त ). 


5. It may be useful here to compare briefly the Nyaya classi- 
fication of causes with those of Western 
philosophers. Aristotle mentions four kinds 
of causes: first, the Form proper to each 
thing, called the formal cause or Quiddity by schoolmen. When 
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a potter makes a jar, he must first have in his mind an idea of 
what a jar is; or when a house is built, the architect must first 
draw aplanon paper. This is the causa formalis of Aristotle, 
and appears to combine in itself two different conceptions of 
the Naiyayikas, namely, that of जाति which is regarded as an- 
tecedent and necessary to the production of all things, and that 
of असमवायिकारण which often being a संयोगविशेष corresponds to 
the plan or shape of the product. The second cause of Aristotle, 
causa materialis, is identical with the उपदान or समवायिकारण. 
The third is the principle of movement that produced the thing, 
called causa efficiens, corresponding to the निमित्तकारण of Nyaya. 
The fourth is the reason and good of all things, called causa 
finalis. There is nothing corresponding to a final cause in the 
Nyaya system, except perhaps the universal cause, destiny ( azg )- 
A jar is made for carrying water, and so Aristotle would say 
that its final cause is the purpose for which it is to be used, 
namely, carrying water; Naiyayika would say thata particular 
jar was produced by the potter for the ultimate use and 
enjoyment of some unknown person who would buy it; and so 
the अदृष्ट of that buyer may be said to be a cause in the production 
of that jar. This notion of अष being a cause to every product 
seems to have been invented, like the final cause of Aristotle, to 
satisfy our moral intuition that nothing exists in this world with- 
out a purpose, and perhaps also to account for many phenomena in - 
the world that cannot be explained more naturally. Bacon in- 
veighed strongly against the final cause of Aristotle; and similarly 
in India the universal causality of अदृष्ट also came to be ignored 
by later systematists, although it was never expressly repudiated. 

6. Inaddition to the above four causes, the model or exemplar 
was considered as a necessary cause by the Pythagoreans and 
Platonists, which model was numbers according to the former, 
and ideas according to the latter. Naiyayikas conceived a जाति 
( घटत्व or गोत्व ) to be eternally existing, in imitation of which 
the particular jars or cows were formed. Jn addition to the. 
Platonic enumeration of causes, Seneca insisted that time, space 
and motion ought to be regarded as causes. Naiyayikas included 
the first two under the head of universal causes, and assigned 
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a peculiar position to the last under the name of व्यापार. Modern 
science has practically abandoned all these distinctions as useless 
and often impossible. As has been pointed out, it is sometimes 
very difficult to single out the material cause of a compound 
product from the efficient causes, while the formal and final causes 
are often nothing more than the thing itself. The only real dis- 
tinction perhaps is that between material and non-material or 
instrumental causes, that is, those which are inseparable from 
the product and those which are separable. Consequently Veda- 
ntins mention only two causes, उपादान (material) and निमित्त 
(instrumental ). 


— 


SECT. XLI. करणसू . 


** Of the three sorts of causes just mentioned that alone which 
is peculiar is the करण”, 

1. In order to exclude the intimate and non-intimate cause 
which can never be करण, we should either insert before असाधारण 
the additional qualification व्यापारवत्त्वे सति as N. B. suggests, 
or take the word असाधारण itself as implying that condition. करण 
therefore is that efficient cause which directly and immediately 
produces the effect by its own action. The present section seems 
to have been copied from Kesava Mi$ra's remark तदेव तस्य fafaa- 
कारणस्य मध्ये यदेव कथमपि सातिदायं तदेव करणम्‌. Annambhatta sub- 
stitutes असाधारण for maa, but probably intends to convey the 
same meaning. Hence असाधारण may be taken to mean फलायोग- 
व्यवच्छिन्न, and almost corresponds to what English lawyers call a 
proximate cause. This section sums up the intervening discussion 
about causality. 


————— 


l. T. B. Bom. ed. p. 25, 
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Secr. XLII, प्रत्यक्षम्‌ . 


Perception is the pecaliur cause of perceptive knowledge. Percep- 
tive knowledge is the knowledge born of the contact of the organ 
with (external ) object. It is two-fold, undifferentiated and diffe- 
rentiated. Of these, undifferentiated is the knowledge of a thing 
without its qualities, e. g. ‘this is something.’ Differentiated is 
knowledge of a thing with all its qualities, e. g. he is Dittha, he is 
a Brahman, he is black. 


1, करण, कारण, and कार्य being thus defined, the author now 
proceeds to define in order the four proofs 
Percept and per- and the four kinds of apprehension which 
ception. stand in the relation of causes and effects 
respectively. Annambhatta uses the word yaa for both the proof 
and the resulting knowledge, but other writers have done better 
in giving a separate name to the latter, viz. साक्षात्कार, so that the 
proof is defined as साक्षात्कारज्ञानकरणम्‌ . Others again define yaa 
as प्रथक्षप्रमाकरणम्‌ ¦ or साक्षात्कारिप्रमाकरणम्‌ , but Annambhatta seems 
to have deliberately used ज्ञान in order to include both right and 
wrong apprehensisons. The four divisions of प्रमा are equally appli- 
cable to अप्रमा, and there isno need of defining them separately 
as the same करण usually gives rise to both kinds of apprehensions. 
The rightness or wrongness of a perception is determined by quite 
extraneous reasons such as दोपाभाव, and not by any difference of 
इन्द्रियसंनिकर्ष, Of course the rightness or wrongness when deter- 
mined would affect the proof also, and make it either correct or in- 
correct. The etymology of प्रथक्ष in the sense of प्रमाण is explained 
as प्रतिगतमक्षम्‌ or अक्षस्य प्रतिविषयं ब्वत्तिः, the presence of an organ 
at each object. In the sense of ज्ञान, the same word is explained 
differently as अक्षमक्षं प्रतीसोत्पद्यते or प्रतिगतमाश्रितमक्षम्‌ , knowledge 
which is obtained through each organ. The sagga is defined 
as that knowledge which is produced by the contact of organs with 
external objects. The word ज्ञान is here used to exclude संनिकपंध्वंस 
which is also संनिकर्षजन्य, while the epithet इन्द्रियार्थ differentiates 
प्रक्ष from other kind of knowledge. 








1, T. K. Bom, ed. p. 8, 2, T. B. Bom. ed, p. 27, 
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2. The process of perception is thus described by Vatsyayana: 
आत्मा मनसा संयुज्यते। मन इन्द्रियेण । इन्द्रियमर्थेनेति.' Why then is 
one संनिकर्ष only singled out as the cause of a percept (प्रसक्षज्ञान ) 
when as a matter of fact three come into operation? The reason, 
says the commentator, is that the last is peculiar to saat while the 
former two, viz. the contact of soul and mind and that of mind and 
organ are common to all kinds of knowledge. This definition of 
perception is literally borrowed from Gotama’s aphorism, which 
however, limits its scope by adding three more epithets अव्यपदेइय- 
मव्यभिचारि व्यवसायात्मकम्‌ . Of these अव्यभिचारि, denoting uncon- 
tradicted knowledge, excludes अप्रमा which comes under ज्ञान 
while अव्यपदेइय (unnamable) and व्यवसायात्मक ( differentiated ) 
denote the two kinds of प्रत्यक्ष निविकल्पक and सविकल्पक्र ज्ञान. 
Annambhatta's definition includes प्रथमिज्ञा (reminiscence) and 
also मानसतप्रद्यक्ष, such as that of pleasure, pain etc. as well as that 
of Soul. No organ of sense is needed in the case of the last as 
there is mind which is accepted to be इन्त्रिय. 

2. The definition, however, is defective in one important 

respect, namely, that it does not include ईशथरप्रथक्ष 
4n objection. which, being faa, is not इन्द्रियसंनिकर्पजन्य, 
l Another definition of saa is therefore given 
by N. B. which applies to both divine and human knowledge, viz. 
ज्ञानाकरणक ज्ञानं प्रत्यक्षम्‌ . Percept requires no previous knowledge 
forits am. अनुमिति is caused by व्याप्तिज्ञान, शाब्द by शब्दज्ञान; 
उपमिति by सादृश्यज्ञान and स्मृति by अनुभव; but no such previous 
knowledge is required for perceptive knowledge. This latter defi- 
nition also isnot perfect, for it excludes the most important portion 
of perceptive knowledge, namely, the सविकल्पप्रथक्ष, which is born 
out of निर्विकल्पप्रद्यक्ष. Some no doubt exclude the whole सविकल्पक- 
ज्ञान from the province of perception, and so according to them 
the definition will be accurate; but of this later. S. M. gives only 
इन्द्रियजन्यज्ञानम्‌ as the definition of mem; but this, besides involving 
allfaults chargeable to Annambhatta's definition, is liable to the 
serious objection of being applicable to all kinds of knowledge, 
since all cognitions are products of mind which is an इन्द्रिय 
Hence Annambhatta’s definition is the best, and has been most 
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commonly accepted. Its अब्याप्ति on ईश्वरप्रत्यक्ष can be explained 

away, as N. B. remarks, by an admission that the definition be- 

ing borrowed from Gotama himself than whom no higher authority 

can be cited, must be regarded as not intended to apply to ईश्वर- 

yaa. God's knowledge in fact stands on an altogether different 

level from our own, and the divisions and definitions of the human 

knowledge ought not to be extended to the divine. The divisions , 
and sub-divisions of बुद्धि, for instance, given above do not at all 

apply to God’s knowledge. There can be no past remembrance, 

or recollections in the case of God, for all His knowledge is 

present and eternal. There is no निर्विकल्पज्ञान for Him. Similarly 

neither inference, nor comparison, nor any other operation of 

derivative knowledge can be attributed to Him, who, being omni- 

scient, perceives all things directly and does not require the aid of 
any mediate proof. All knowledge of God is therefore प्रथक्षप्रमा; 

and, being of so different a kind from our own, will require a 

separate definition for itself. The defect of अव्याप्ति on that account 
is not therefore of much weight. 


3. Perceptive knowledge is of various kinds, The divisions 
and sub-divisions will be as follows : 
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The distinction between सविकल्पक and faffneraraa will be 
explained later. The first is divided into 
Divisions of TAR. ordinary, namely, that derived from organs 
- ofsense, and extraordinary, that not so 
derived. The ordinary percept is six-fold, according to the six 
organs, smell, taste, vision, touch, hearing, and mind. The extra- 
ordinary percept, otherwise called प्रद्यासत्ति, is three-fold. The 
first सामान्यलक्षणा ( सामान्यं लक्षणं विषयो यत्र) is that in which the 
knowledge of a general notion, e. g. घटत्व, is comprehended imme- 
diately upon the direct perception of घट. When we see a jar we 
do not know the jar alone but get also the general class-notion 
of jar; this latter is derived by extraordinary perception because 
a जाति is not perceptible by any organ of sense. The second kind 
called ज्ञानलक्षणा is that in which one percept gives rise to another, 
as when one perceives a piece of sandal-wood at a distance, 
one at once knows that it is fragrant. Here the fragrance could 
-be perceived neither by the eye, nor by the nose as the sandal- 
piece was at a distance; it is therefore apprehended by a kind 
of extraordinary perception. The third kind योगजा belongs ex- 
clusively to Yogins who, by means of their superhuman powers, 
‘can perceive objects imperceptible to others.! It can be easily 
seen that while the third kind of extraordinary perception is hypo- 
thetical, the first two are varieties of associated knowledge, and 
should properly go under judgements derived by what is called 
immediate inference. Annambhatta does not mention these and 
therefore it is doubtful whether he accepted them. Probably he 
did, as there is nothing in his book inconsistent with them. 


4. As the author himself declares at the end of the next 
section that इन्द्रिय is the करण of saat, there ought to be no 
doubt on the point, but it should be noted that so far as the defi- 
nition of प्रलक्षज्ञान is concerned, it is applicable to either view of 
करण.” If compared with the definition of अनुमिति ( परामर्शजन्यं 
ज्ञानं) it favours the view of संनिकर्प being the maagaw just as 
परामर्श is that of अनुमिति; but the word जन्य need not be here 
= -F 

1. T. K., Bom. ed., p. 9; B. P. 63-4. 

2. See note 2 under Sect. 37, p. 187, Supra. 





SECT. XLII. ] ' Notes 215 


Strictly construed in the sense of being directly or immediately 
produced. 


5. A percept is of two kinds, indeterminate and determinate 

or if we may adopt Whately's terms, in- 

Savikalpaka and complex and complex. When a thing gradu- 
Nirvikalpaka. ally comes within the range of our sight, we 
first simply apprehend that there is some- 

thing, and it is after some time and after we have observed the 
thing more closely that we recognize it to be a particular thing 
having particular qualities. The first is called निर्विकल्पक or निष्प्र 
कारक, while the second is सविकल्पक or सप्रकारक, निर्विकल्पक ज्ञान 
is defined as ‘ that knowledge in which there is 70 प्रकारता ', while 
सविकल्पक is “ that in which it exists". प्रकार is already explained 
as the property of a particular cognition which distinguishes it as 
the cognition ofa particular object from other cognitions, €. g. घटत्व 
is the sam of घटज्ञान which distinguishes it from पठज्ञान It is 
evident that the सप्रकारकज्ञान presupposes the previous knowledge 
01 प्रकारता, that is, we cannot know that a particular thing is घट 
unless we first know what घत is. The maxim is नागृहीतविशेषणा 
बुद्धिरविशेष्यमुपसंक्रामति, that is, we cannot apprehend the qualified 
without first knowing the qualification. The सप्रकारकज्ञान is essen- 
tially the knowledge of the qualified object, for its प्रकार is nothing 
more than the qualities of the object, while the निप्प्रकारकज्ञान, 
being a knowledge of the object itself without the qualities, clearly 
precedes the सप्रकारक. T. D. defines सविकल्पक as नामजाला्‌दिविदेषण- 
विशेष्यसंबन्धावगाहि ज्ञानम्‌ , ‘knowledge which comprehends the re- 
lation of the qualified and the qualifications such as name, class, 
etc.’ We already possess a previous knowledge of घटत्व, नीलरूप 
and other qualities, acquired by former experience. We then see 
some unknown thing come within our vision. As first we only 
feel that it is some thing; that is, we apprehend only the most 
general of its attributes, namely, सत्ता of भावरूपता; this is the 
निर्विकल्पक or indeterminate knowledge, for in it the thing is not 
yet determined or distinguished from other things. At this stage 
we have two separate knowledges, the knowledge of the object qz 
as some thing and the previous knowledge of घटत्व; but there is 


1. See Note under Sec. 35, p. 180, supra. 
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no connection between the two, and hence both these individual 
knowledges are संवन्धानवगाहि. They are then combined together 
and form a joint knowledge घटत्ववानू घट in which घटत्व appears 
as the प्रकार of the other. Those which were at first separate are 
combined and connected with cach other and thus the joint know- 
ledge becomes संबन्धावगाहि or सप्रकारक. In this way we first app- 
rehend qualities separately and then tack them to the object. 
These qualities are chiefly of four sorts, युण, क्रिया, जाति and संज्ञा. 
In the sentence aù देवदत्तो ब्राह्मणः पचति we have instances of 
the four kinds, ऱ्याम being go (quality ), देवदत्त being a संज्ञा 
(proper name), mama being जाति (class), and पचति denoting 
thé action पनचक्रिया. Each of these properties as well as the in- 
dividual in whom they reside are first apprehended separately, and 
then results the complex perception expressed in the sentence. 


6. The two kinds of knowledge being thus distinguished, the 
question arises why they are both recognized. 
Why is Nirvi- The सप्रकारक ज्ञान is the subject of our daily 
kalpaka recognized. consciousness and cannot be ignored; but the 
1 निष्प्रकारक ज्ञान according to Naiyayikas is not 
actually perceived and is to be inferred only. The inference is 
stated by T. D. andis briefly expressed in the maxim quoted 
above, नारृद्दीतविशेषणा बुद्धिविशेष्यमुपसंक्रामति, The Nyaya theory 
therefore clearly appears to be that the सम्रक्रारक ज्ञान alone consti- 
tutes percept proper, while निष्प्रकारक is simply assumed as nece- 
-ssary condition of it. 


| 7. It may not beamiss here to go a little deeper into the merits 
of this theory of two sorts of perceptive 
knowledge. In the first place it should be 
uoted that although orthodox systematists 
generally agree in the Nyaya doctrine of the two kinds of know- 
ledge!, the Bauddhas, radically differ from them in taking the 
नि्विकल्पक्रज्ञान alone to be the true perceptive knowledge, and 
the सविकल्पक to be neither real nor perceived. The qualities 
according to them having no objective existence, the सप्रकारक- 


The difficulty about 
Nirvikalpaka., 
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ज्ञान cannot be real, but only a subjective conception like a 
barren woman's son, while the निविक़रल्प9क being concerned with 
the thing itself is real! This argument of the Bauddhas is no 
doubt based on their general theory of the falsity of material 
existence, but its importance to us consists in its pointing out 
the weakness of the Nyaya doctrine. Even taking the Nyaya 
definition of sar it is evident that सविकल्पक ज्ञान can hardly 
be called saat as it is merely a combination of the several 
knowledges of the qualities with the indeterminate knowledge 
of the property-less object. सविकल्पक therefore is not simple and 
direct knowledge gained immediately through the contact of 
the senses with the objects; it is complex and mediate like 
अनुमिति or उपमिति and does not therefore deserve to be called 
प्रत्यक्ष, if we accept the definition of प्रत्यक्ष given in the book. 


8. The निर्विकल्पक alone is really derived from इन्द्रियसंनिकर्ष, 
while the «azm consists of inferences based partly on निर्वि- 
कल्पक and partly on previous knowledge. When a ship for 
instance appears on the ocean near the horizon, we first see only 
a black spot, which gradually enlarges. From this and from 
like observations made before, we infer that the lines above the 
spot must be the masts and the thing must bea ship. Simi- 
larly in घटज्ञान we first see indistinctly a thing which appears to 
have the same form as that of a jar with which we are fami- 
liar; and hence we infer that the round thing must be a घट. 
This is virtually the same process as the proof उपमान by which 
a gayal is likened to acow. Besides we must have the know- 
ledge of the name घट; and hence शाव्दज्ञान also is necessary 
for सविकब्पक प्रत्यक्ष. Determinate knowledge is therefore properly 
speaking a mediate cognition obtained by the operation of seve- 
ral other proofs. The remarks of an English writer on Logic 
are very apposite on this point: 


५ What we term a fact or an observation, is seldoman absolutely 
single or individual conscious impression. We speak of the fact that 
high water at Leith follows high water at London by a certain definite 
interval; but this is far beyond any individualimpression upon our 
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senses, It is a generality of considerablecompass, the result of the com- 
parison of many separate observations... There is a process of induction 
requisite in order to establish such a fact; and all the securities for 
soundness in the inductive proofs are called into play. ”1 

And again— 

“It is from previous knowledge that we know that we are looking 
‘at a needle (magnet), and that its direction is north. The simplest 
observation is thus a mixture of intuition and inference; and our habit 
of joining the two is one cause of error in the act of observing.” 


Are not the Bauddhas then nearer the truth when they call 
the निर्विकल्पक the percept proper, and the सविकल्पक a mere 
combination of conceptions that are according to them devoid 
of external reality? And are not Naiyayikas inconsistent in 
- including सविकल्पक्र under प्रत्यक्ष which is ex Aypothese born of 
'इन्द्रियसंनिकर्प only? But this conclusion cannot be accepted; for 
‘once we accept it, the despairing छुन्यवाद of the Bauddhas, that 
'all the world is a falsity and a mirage, necessarily follows. 
निर्विकन्पक being indeterminate cannot give us any mental notion; 
while if it be the only प्रत्यक्ष, all other proofs which essentially 
‘depend upon प्रत्यक्ष as their starting point will be without basis 
‘and therefore void. It is the सविकल्पकज्ञान that forms the real 
‘basis of all our mental processes. To deprive it of its primary 
‘and authentic character is therefore to take away the very 
‘foundation of our knowledge of the external world and thus 
to reduce it to a mere delusion and a snare. 


9, Here indeed we have a dilemma which cannot be solved 

: by observation or reasoning, because it lies 
A partial solution. at the root of observation itself. Various 
solutions, more or less plausible, have been 

offered, out of which we are concerned with only that which 
is furnished by later Naiyayikas, and which, though not quite 
satisfactory, at least absolves them from inconsistency. निर्विकल्पक- 
ज्ञान according to this school of Naiyayikas is neither प्रत्यक्ष nor 
अनुमिति, nor any other kind of अनुभव, and can hardly come 
under बुद्धि itself, as it gives rise to no व्यवहार. Jt can be neither 
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प्रमा nor अप्रमा, for asit has no प्रकारता neither the definition «afr 
aana nor अतद्दति तकाठ्मरवत्त्वं applies to it. It is no doubt 
ज्ञान but ज्ञान of a peculiar kind and quite distinct from other 
cognitions. While other cognitions have defined objects ( विदोष्य ) 
properties ( प्रकार) and relations ( संसर्ग), निर्विकल्पक, says Nilakantha, 
has none of these; and so it is altogether of a different kind. 
Its position therefore under बुद्धि ought to be not as a subdivi- 
sion of प्रक्ष as Annambhatta has placed it, but rather as a. sub- 
division of अनुभव above प्रमा ; thus :— 
अनुभव (apprehension ) 
| 





| | 
निर्विकल्पक (indeterminate ) सविकडंपक (determinate ) 


T: = eee 
प्रमा अप्रमा 
निर्विकल्पक having no प्रकार is thus discriminated from all deter- 
minate cognitions such as percepts, judgements, analogies and 
verbal knowledge, and may be given the name of sensation, 
while the सविकब्पकप्रत्यक्ष may be called percept proper. This is 
in accordance with Kant’s division of apprehension into perception 
proper and sensation proper. This restriction of the meaning 
of the words perception and percept and their discrimination 
from sensation proper are accepted by a high authority. “ Sensa- 
tion ", says Prof. Fleming, “ properly expresses that change in 
the state of the mind which is produced by an impression upon 
an organ of sense (of which change we can conceive the mind 
to be conscious, without any knowledge of external objects ): 
perception on the other hand expresses the knowledge or inti- 
mations we obtain by means of our sensations concerning the 
qualities of matter; and consequently it involves, in every 
instance, the notion of externality or outness which it is nece- 
ssary to exclude in order to seize the precise import of the 
‘word sensation" This restricted use of perception to denote 
the cognitions of external objects through the senses was intro- 
duced by Reid and Kant and is now generally accepted. So 
that we may very well call निर्विकल्पकज्ञान sensation and सविकल्पक- 


1, Fleming, Vocabulary of Philosophy, p. 443. 


220 Tarka-Samgraha [ SECT. XLII. 


waa perception or rather percept. In this way the dilemma 
‘hinted above can be removed partially at least. 


10. The determinate cognitions will have many varieties, 
according as they are more or less mediate, and the medium 
is of different kinds. Ifit is the cognition of a real external 
object, itis प्रत्यक्ष ; if itis a judgment obtained by a combina- 
tion of two or more propositions, it is अनुमिति; if an analogy 
between two objects known by comparison, it is उपमिति; and 
if a notion derived from the meaning of words, it is verbal 
knowledge. The सविकल्पकप्रत्यक्ष therefore may be mediate and 
yet sufficiently distinguishable from other cognitions. Nor is 
the definition इन्द्रियसंनिकर्पजन्य quite inapplicable to सविकल्पक- 
प्रत्यक्ष; for although it is not solely due to संनिकर्ष and although 
a संनिकर्ष of one kind or another is present in all kinds of 
apprehension, the संनिकर्ष is the direct and immediate cause of 
सविकल्पकप्रत्यक्ष while in अनुमिति etc. other operations of the 
‘mind intervene. The constituent cognitions, which by combi- 
ning from the complex सविकल्पकप्रत्यक्ष, are necessarily obtained 
by संनिकर्ष, while in अनुमिति they need not be so obtained. The 
निर्विकल्पकज्ञान as well as the process of combining the separate 
cognitions of qualities so as to form one सविकल्पकज्ञान which 
comes after संनिकर्ष may be called the अवान्तरब्यापार- -In this 
way the Nyaya doctrine may with some modifications be recon- 
ciled with our common experience. Kefava Misra attempts a 
very curious compromise which, though easily comprehensible, is 
faulty as it reduces करण and व्यापार to mere relative notions. 
‘He Jays down three varying pairs of करण and व्यापार for प्रत्यक्ष, 
‘viz. इन्द्रिय, इन्द्रियसनिकर्ष and निर्विकल्पकज्ञान, When निविकल्पकज्ञान 
js फल, इन्द्रिय is the करण, and संनिकर्ष is व्यापार; when सविकल्पक 
is फल, संनिकर्ष is the करण and निर्विकल्पक is व्यापार; and when 
इच्छा which results from knowledge is फल, निर्विकल्पक is the करण 
‘and सविकल्पक is व्पापार. But this compromise is not accepted 
by later writers. 
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Secr. XLIII, संनिकर्षः. 


The contact of organ and object, which is the cause of Per- 
ception, is of six kinds :— 1 Conjunction, 2 Intimate union with 
the conjoint, 3 Intimate union with the intimately united with 
the conjoint, 4 Intimate union, 5 Intimate union with the inti- 
mately united, and 6 Connection of the attribute with the subject. 
Conjunction is the contact producing perception of the jar by the 
eye. Intimate union with the conjoint is the contact producing the 
. perception of the colour of a jar, as the colour is intimately united 
with the jar which is conjoint with the eye. Intimate union with 
the intimately united is the contact in perceiving the genus of 
colour, as colour is intimately united with the jar conjoint with 
eye, and the genus of colour is intimately united therewith. Inti- 
mate union is the contact in the perception of word by the organ 
of hearing, as the organ of hearing is the ether in the cavity of 
the ear, (since) word is the quality of ether and the quality and 
qualified are intimately united. Intimate union with the inti- 
mately united is the contact in cognizing the genus word, as the 
genus is intimately united with word which is intimately united 
with ( organ of) hearing. The connection of the attribute and 
subject is the contact in the perception of negation, as the negation 
of ajar is an attribute of a place in contact with the eye wherever 
a place is devoid of a jar. The knowledge thus produced from the 
sixfold contact is Percept. Its peculiar cause is the organ. Hence 
organ is perception. 


1. Having defined saa as the product of the contact of the 
organs of sense with their appropriate objects, 

The sia contacts, the author now enumerates and illustrates 
the six varieties of this contact, that is, six 

ways in which the different organs may come in contact with their 
objects. Three of these contacts are primary, viz. संयोग, समवाय 
and विशेषणविश्षेष्यता, and the other three are combinations of the 
two former, viz. सयुक्तसमवाय, संयुक्तसमवेतसमवाय, and समवेतसमवाय« 
The organ of sight being a द्रव्य comes in actual contact with a 
substance like a jar when it sees it; and so the संनिकर्ष 15. संयोग, 
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the ordinary conjunction. The eye perceives also the colour of घट, 
as colour is the special quality of light of which the eye is formed 
but the organ, being a द्रव्य, cannot have direct conjunction with 
the quality of another substance; and hence the contact of the 
eye with घररूप is संयुक्तसमवाय, intimate union with the conjoined, 
the रूप being intimately united with the घट which is conjoined 
with the organ. The जाति on घटरूप is also perceived by the 
organ of sight, because the Naiyayikas have laid down a maxim, 
येनेन्द्रियेण यद्शृह्यते तेनेन्द्रियेण तद्गतं सामान्यं तत्समवायस्तदभावश्च गृह्यते, ग 
the organ which apprehends a thing also apprehends the जाति 
and समवाय on that thing as well as its negation’. घटरूपत्व is 
therefore perceived by the eye by means of the contact संयुक्तसमवेत- 
समवाय, intimate union with a thing ( घटरूप ) which is intimately 
united with a substance (gz) that is in conjunction with the 
organ. The fourth contact is simple intimate union, as that of 
‘aa, organ of hearing, which, being आकाशझस्वरूप, is intimately 
united with its product, the sound. The difference between Aa 
and other organs is that, while the latter are products (विकार) of 
their corresponding elements, such as the eye of light, the nose of 
earth and the taste of water, the zi is the all-pervading ether 
‘itself in its elemental form, defined and conditioned by the cavity 
Of the ear. Sound therefore as a product of the ether has direct 
intimate union with ata, while other qualities are not so directly 
brought into contact with their corresponding organs. शाब्द 
being apprehended by समवाय, its जाति शाब्दत्व is obviously appre- 
hended by समवेतसमवाय, intimate union with a thing (zr) inti- 
mately united with the organ. The last संनिकर्ष will be noticed 


further on. 


In the case of other organs also the same contacts will be 
'found efficient. The only organ besides the eye which, according 
‘to some, apprehends substances and therefore has conjunction 
with them is the organ of touch. The three external organs, प्राण, 
रसन and श्रोत्र, apprehend qualities only; and the kind of contact 
'operating in the case of each object apprehended by these senses 


can be easily determined. 
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2. The subject is involved in some intricacy owing to the 
difference that exists in the perceptive capa- 
What things are city of the various organs. Some organs are 
perceived and how. said to perceive substances and qualities, 
while others perceive qualities only. Hence 
we must distinguish between the perception of substances and the 
perception of qualities, actions and generalities. सुण, कर्म and 
सामान्य are, according to all, perceived by their respective organs 
and by means of appropriate contacts. Perception of these there- 
fore is divided into six kinds according to the six organs of sense, 
namely mos, रासन, चाक्षुप, स्पार्दान, श्रोत्रिय, and मानस while the 
things perceived are respectively the qualities, odour, savour, 
colour, touch, sound, pleasure and pain, as well as their genera- 
lities and negations.! Substances, however, are held to be per- 
ceivable by two senses only, the sight and the touch, the remaining 
four organs being capable of perceiving qualities only. As to the 
perception of substances by sight there is not and cannot be any 
doubt, but there is a difference of opinion as to whether the organ 
of touch is capable of perceiving a substance. The ancient 
Naiyayikas’ answer is in the negative, asserting that उद्भूतरूप is a 
necessary condition for every external per- 
Perception by touch. ception of a substance, while the moderns 
answer in the affirmative saying that उद्धृत- 
स्पर्श can be also efficient for external perception. The controversy 
has been already explained in a previous Note.? 
3. Vi$vanatha lays down a rule which is as it were a compro- 
mise between the two views :— 


उद्धूतस्पशेवद्‌द्रव्यं गोचरः सोऽपि च त्वचः । 

रूपान्यच्चक्षुषो योग्यं रूपमनत्रापि कारणम्‌ ॥ ° 
** A substance having a manifested touch is apprehended by 
the organ of touch, and also touch. Everything except colour that 
is perceived by the eye is perceived by the organ of touch also; 
but (manifested) colour is necessary even in these cases." त्वक 


1. B. P. 51. 
2. Sce Note p. 117, Supra. 
3. B. P. 25. 
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is thus declared to be capable of perceiving, but only when the 
thing is also visible to the eye; and the same will probably be 
the case with the other organs. Thus neither touch nor savour 
nor odour can be perceived in atoms which have no manifested 
colour. This compromise, however, is not tenable, for, if strictly 
. taken, the touch in air and the sound in ether should always be 
imperceptible as the two substances have no manifested colour; 
but this cannot be accepted, and so the necessity of उद्भूतरूप for 
all perceptions must be confined to substances only. This is the 
ancient view and also that of Annambhatta. पढ has declared air 
to be imperceptible and inferrable from the existence of touch, 
while touch itself is defined as a quality perceived by the aerial 
cuticle ( त़ग्ग्राह्मो गुणः). It is clear therefore that he accepts the 
capacity of त्वक्‌ to perceive qualities, but not substances unless the 
latter possess उद्भूतरूप. Similarly the श्रोत्र can perceive sound 
but not ether, both because it has not उद्भूतरूप and also because it 
is not distinct from the organ. As regards मानसप्रलक्ष it is to be 
noted that while pleasure, pain etc. are perceived by the mind, 
the human soul is perceptible according to the Naiydyikas, but 
not according to the Vaisesikas!. Annambhatta holds the Vaisesika 
view. By thus distinguishing the perception of substances from 
that of qualities we can, it seems, remove the apparent discrepancy 
between several passages of T. S. and T. D., in some of which the 
author appears to limit the term प्रक्ष to चाक्षुपप्रत्यक्ष only while 
in others as in the present, he talks of the perception by other 
organs such as श्रोत्र and «rz. In the case of substances there is 
चाक्षुषप्रत्यय only and perhaps arq also; while in the case of 
qualities there are six kinds which, though nowhere expressly men- 
tioned by the author, can be inferred from his mentioning Aa 
in the present passage. In conclusion he declares the organ Itself 
to be the प्रलक्षप्रमाण, that is the करण of saa, thereby removing 
any doubt as to whether he takes इन्द्रिय or इन्द्रियसंनिकर्ष ० be 
the करण.? 

4. The five contacts account for the perception of the first 
four categories. fain, being a परमाणुधर्म, is unperceptible. The cases 


1. B. P. 49; sce Note 6 under Sec. 17, p. 114, Supra. 
2. See on this Note p. 191, Supra. 
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of समवाय and अभाव are specially provided for by the sixth 

संनिकर्ष called विज्ञेपणविदरेष्यभाव. This last is of 
The sixth contact, a peculiar kind, and is assumed to account 

for the perception of negation and intimate 
union according to those in whose opinion both are perceptible, 
and of negation only according to those who deny the perceptibi- 
lity of समवाय. Visvanatha says :---अभावप्रल्यक्षे समवायप्रत्यक्षे चेन्द्रिय- 
संवढविशेषणता wg:  वैशेषिकमते तु न समवायः sent. The Naiya- 
yikas hold समवाय to be perceptible by विशेषणविशज्ञेष्यभाव, while 
the Vai$esikas regard it as अतीन्द्रिय and inferrable only. Annam- 
bhatta as usual holds the Vaisesika view, as may be easily guessed 
from his proving समवाय by inference in T. D. on Sect. 79. The 
विदेषणविशेष्यभाव is therefore confined, according to our author, 
to the perception of negation, which requires a special contact 
because neither संयोग nor समवाय is possible in the case of अभाव. 
Negation, not being a substance, cannot exist by itself; nor can 
it reside in any other substance by समवाय, as it is neither quality, 
nor action, nor जाति. How does it then exist in the world, and 
how is it apprehended? It is conceived, replies the Naiyayika, 
as a property ( धर्म) of its अधिकरण, that is of the thing on which 
it exists. Thus in a cognition घटाभाववद्धूतलम्‌ the घटाभाव is spoken 
of as the विशेषण of the yas which is the विशेष्य, their relation 
विदशेषणविशेष्यभाव being expressed by the termination aq. Now 
let us see how this cognition takes place. We observe the spot of 
ground and see no jar on it. The spot of ground, being a sub- 
stance, is perceived by the contact संयोग, that is, it is physically 
connected with the कृष्णताराग्रवर्ति चक्षः; but the घटाभाव on भूतल 
can come into contact with the eye through भूतल only. The 
संनिकर्ष therefore by which the घटाभाव on भूतल is perceived is 
the contact between the aga and भूतल, i. e. संयोग plus that 
between भूतल and घटाभाव, i. e. विशद्येषणविशेष्यभमाव, the combined 
contact being named संयुक्तविशेषणविज्ञेष्ममाव, or rather इन्द्रियसंवद्ध- 
विशेषणविशेष्यभाव. Now the relation विशेषणविरेष्यभाव existing bet- 
ween भूतल and घटाभाव though spoken of as one, may be split up 
into two; that is, the relation of घटाभाव with भूतल may be 
called विशेषणता, and that of भूतल with घटाभाव विशेष्यता. Hence 
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विशेषणविशेष्यभाव is often spoken of as two contacts, विशेषणता- 
संनिकर्षं and विशेष्यतासंनिकर्प, or taking them in their enlarged form 
इन्द्रियसंवद्धविशोषणता and इन्द्रियसंवद्धविशेष्यता, Thus the perception 
of घटाभाव on भूतल is effected by means of two contacts, not of 
course jointly but alternatively; that is, either of the two contacts 
serves the purpose. But why should two contacts operate in the 
perception of घटाभाव, when one only suffices for the perception of 
घट? The reason is that the existence of घटाभाव on भूतल may be 
expressed in two ways, घटाभाववद्धूतलमस्ति Or भूतले घटाभावोऽस्ति, 
both of which propositions, though conveying the same meaning, 
namely, the negation of घट on भूतल, are different in grammatical 
form and therefore produce different cognitions. In घाभाव- 
वद्धूतलम्‌, भूतल is the विशेष्य and घटाभाव its विशेषण, while in भूतले 
घराभावोऽस्ति, घटाभाव being in the nominative is the विशेष्य, and 
the locative भूतले is its विज्ञेंषण. The first cognition is principally 
that of भूतल as possessing घटाभाव (घटाभावविशिष्ट ), the second cog- 
nition is that of घटाभाव as residing in भूतल ( भूतलनिष्ठ ); or to use 
technical expressions already explained, the first cognition has 
भूतल for its विशोष्य and घटाभावविशिष्टत्व for its प्रकार, while the 
second has घटाभाव for its विशोष्य and भूतलनिष्ठत्व 07 its प्रकार 
(property). Thus the two cognitions being different in form and 
having a different प्रकार respectively, the contacts operating to 
produce them are also different. In the first घटाभाववद्धतलम्‌, the 
eye is सयुक्त with भूतल of which घटाभाव is विशेषण and therefore 
the संनिकर्ष is संयुक्तविशेषणता; in the second भूतले घटाभावः, the eye 
is संयुक्त with भूतल of which घटाभाव is विशेष्य, and therefore the 
संनिकर्ष 18 संयुक्तविशेष्यता, As these two cognitions, though differing 
in form, are identical in meaning, they are conjointly and briefly 
expressed in the text as being produced by the compound contact 
विशेषणविद्येष्य भाव. 

5. One might ask here, why should there not be two cogni- 
tions in the perception of घट similar to those in the perception 
of घटाभाव? We can say घटवङ्कूतलम्‌ as well as भूतले घटोऽस्ति, so 
that in one case घट is the विद्येपण of भूतल, and in the other भूतल 
is the विशेषण of घट; and therefore there ought to be two contacts 
corresponding to these two cognitions in the perception of घट also. 
But this is not so, for we never perceive घटाभाव by itself but only 
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as a property of भूतल, and so the double relation subsisting bet- 
ween भूतल and घट is required to be taken into account; while 
we perceive qz by itself, and there is no necessity of bringing in 
"re. In the case of घटाभाव, the eye is directly connected with 
wae, and through it with the अभाव; while in the case of घट it 
is directly connected with घट itself, and therefore there is only one 
संनिकर्ष, namely संयोग. 
6. V. V. reads simply विशेषणता instead of विशेषणविदेष्यभावः 
in the text, and mentions as a reason for his 
A reading discuss- preference that the T. S. gives an example of 
ed, विशेषणता only, and so may have intended to 
limit the संनिकर्प to that alone. But it will 
be clear from the above explanation that V. V.’s reading as 
well as the reason for preferring it are both wrong. Although 
T. S. gives an instance of विशेषणता only, T. D. supplies the 
desideratum which V. V. seems not to have noticed. 
7. As the negation of घट on भूतल is perceived by संयुक्तविरो- 
पणतासंनिकर्ष, so the negation of घटरूप on 


Varieties of the घटसंख्या or vice versa is perceived by संयुक्त- 
sixth contact. समवेतविदोपणता, the eye being संयुक्त with घट 


which is समवेत with संख्या of which रूपाभाव' 
is a विशेषण. Similarly the negation of घटरूप on घटसंख्यात्व is 
perceived by संयुक्त-( घट )समवेत-( संख्या )समवेत-( संख्यात्व )विशेषणता; and 
so on with other organs and the negations of their corres- 
ponding objects. शाब्दाभाव, however, is perceived by simple विशे- 
षणता not इन्द्रियसंयुक्तविशेषणता, for शब्दाभाव is the fam of श्रोत्र 
itself as the organ is identical with आकाश which is the real अधि- 
करण of शाब्दाभाव. शाब्दत्वाभाव (९. g. अभाव of कत्व on खत्व) is 
apprehended by इन्द्रियसमवेतविशेषणता. Both विशेषणता and विशेष्यता 
are therefore of two kinds, इन्द्रियविद्येपणता-शेष्यता simply, and 
इन्द्रियसंबद्धविशेषणता-शेष्यता; the first two in the perception by zi 
and correspond to समवाय and समवेतसमवाय contacts, the latter 
two in the case of other organs and correspond to the other three 
contacts. विशेषणविशेष्यभाव mentioned by Annambhatta is there- 
fore not a simple contact but has five varieties, corresponding to 
the first five contacts, although all of them are comprised under 


~ L T.K., Bom. ed., p. 9; S. M., Calc. ed., pp. 53-4, 
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one name as they all have a common element, विदेपणता or 
विरोष्यता. 


8. T. D. here introduces a discussion as to why a fifth proof 
called अनुपलब्धि which is accepted by Mi- 

* Anupalabhdi’ proof. mamsakas and Vedantins is not recognized 
by the Naiyayikas. The former hold that 

अभाव is not perceptible because there can be no manner of contact 
between a substantial organ and a pure negation, and have there- 
fore to account for the apprehension of negation by a fifth proof 
called अन्नुपलब्धि (non-perception); while the Naiyayikas hold 
that अभाव is perceptible by the same organ which perceives its 
प्रतियोगी, but by means of a peculiar संनिकर्ष called विज्ञेपणविशेष्य- 
भाव. So that one party assumes a separate proof to account for 
अभावज्ञान, and the other assumes a separate संनिकर्ष. The argu- 
ments on both sides are equally specious and interminable, and 
the controversy is at last reduced to a determination of the compa- 
rative simplicity (लाघव) of the two rival assumptions. The 
Naiyayikas, however, cannot wholly dispense with अनुपलब्धि. अभाव 
is not a thing that is independently known. The cognition of 
अभाव necessarily depends on the previous knowledge of its 
counter-entity (घट ) and its support (भूतल). Now the fact that 
we never perceive घटाभाव wherever there is घट shows that there 
is a relation of contrariety between the two, and that the absence 
of the one must be ascertained before the other can be appre- 
hended. This ascertainment of the absence of घट, or अनुपलब्धि, 
is therefore deemed to be a necessary condition for the perception 
of घटाभाव; that is अनुपलब्धि is a सहकारी (accessory) of the 


चक्षरिन्द्रिय which perceives घटाभाव on भूतल. Now what is this. 


अनुपलब्थि ? It is not simply the not-perceiving or not-finding; 


for though we do not perceive घट in darkness, we do not also - 


perceive घटाभाव there. The अनुपलब्धि (non-perception) must 
be तर्कितप्रतियोगिसत्त्वविरोधि, that is, must be ‘inconsistent with 
the hypothetical assumption of the existence of its प्रतियोगी घट ?. 
It is not sufficient that we do not perceive घट; we must not 
perceive it in a place, where, from all surrounding circumstances, 
we would naturally expect to find it, but do not owing to its 
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actual absence. The अनुपलब्ध must therefore be preceded by an 
ascertainment that no unfavourable circumstances such as darkness 
exist which would prevent even a present घट from being per- 
ceived. T. D.’s expression तकितप्रतियोगिसत्त्वत्रिरोध्यनुपलब्धि has been 
dissolved and interpreted by Nilakantha in two ways both of 
which really convey the same meaning. The simpler method is 
ताकितमारोपितं यदत्मतियोगिसत्व॑ तद्विरोधिनी यानुपलब्धिः “that non-per- 
ception which is inconsistent with the assumed existence of sf- 
योगी '. तर्क is an assumption or hypothesis (a reductio ad absur- 
dum as it is sometimes called ) which is for a moment taken for 
granted for the purpose of proving the contrary. So here we first 
assume the प्रतियोगिसत्त्व, i. e. the existence of घट, in the place, and 
then reject it as false because that प्रतियोगिसत्त्व is not perceived 
although all the conditions are favourable. Our reasoning is aaa 
घटो5भविष्यत्तहदे भूतलमिवाद्राद्यत ‘if there had been घट here, we 
should have necessarily perceived it just as we perceive yas’, 
the perception of भूतल showing that the usual conditions for 
चाश्लुपप्रयक्ष are existing. By this तर्क we assume the existence of 
घट in the place. But this assumption is inconsistent with the 
actual fact that we do not perceive the qz, and must be therefore 
rejected. In this way our non-perception of qz which was doubt- 
ful at first is made certain by the intermediate assumption and its 
rejection. It is this fully ascertained non-perception that assists 
the eye in apprehending घटाभाव-. The compound may also be 
dissolved as aff आपादिता प्रतियोगिनो घटादेः सत्त्वस्य सत्त्वप्रसक्तेः 
विरोधिनी वा उपलब्धिः तल्मतियोगिकोऽभावोऽनुपलब्धिः ‘that non-percep- 
tion which is opposed not to the real existence of qz but to its 
assumed existence.’ Either way the result is the same, that the 
non-perception must be first ascertained by a proper enquiry that 
the qz does not really exist. But even this periphrasis is not 
enough to guard the definition from a fault. Merit (धर्म) and 
demerit (अधर्म) being qualities of the soul are imperceptible; if 
therefore one after looking for them in vain concludes that they do 
not exist at all, one will be quite wrong, for the imperceptibility of 
merit and demerit is inherent and not due to their non-existence, 
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अनुपलब्धि is therefore qualified with योग्य so that the ascertained 
non-perception must be of a thing capable of being perceived. ‘In 
‘the Naiyayika view therefore अभाव is perceived by the विशेषण- 
.विशेष्यभाव-संनिकर्प (7. e. as a property of its support भूतल, with 
the accessory aid of a योग्यानुपलळव्यि, that is, an ascertained non- 
perceptible object. The Naiyayikas have thus to make two as- 
sumptions, one of a new संनिकर्ष and another of its accessory 
नअनुपलब्पि; while the Mimamsakas are satisfied with one assump- 
tion only, namely that of a new प्रमाण or प्रमाकरण. T. D. thinks 
that the first two being only subordinate, there is greater लाघव in 
assuming those two than in assuming the last one; because it is 
simpler to assume two operations (व्यापार) than to recognize 
a separate instrument (करण ). Besides the relation विशेषणविशेष्य- 
भाव is not really a new thing; but it is identical with the अधि- 
करण भूतल itself, for when we say that there is घटाभाव on YAS 
we really mean nothing more than that there is भूतल and nothing 
else. Hence Nilakantha defines विश्येषणविशेष्यभाव as स्वरूपसंवन्थाव- 
'च्छिन्नाधाराधेयभावः. The only new assumption is that of अनुपलब्धि 
-which is also common to the Mimamsakas. The difference 
between the two schools is simply that the one calls it accessory, 
the other principal. 


9. It may not be out of place here to notice a distinction bet- 
ween a cognition and its appropriate proof. Cognition resulting 
from प्रंथक्षप्रमाण perception is a percept; but the contrary is not 

.true; a percept does not necessarily arise from perception alone. 
It may arise from another kind of proof, such as शब्द or अनुपलब्धि. 
Both Nyaya and Mimarmsa agree in holding that अभाव is an 
object of perception. But the se of a thing according to 
: Mimamsa does not depend upon its resulting from semp. A 
` Vedāntic writer remarks on this point, न fe फलीभूतज्ञानस्य प्रथक्षत्वे 
-तत्करणस्य प्रलक्षप्रमाणतानियमत्वमस्ति | दशमस्त्वमसील्यादिवाक्यजन्यज्ञानस्य प्रथक्षत्वे$पि 
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“तंत्करणस्ये वाक्यस्य प्रल्यक्षप्रंमाणभिन्नप्रमाणत्वाभ्युपगमात्‌ 7 | Perceptive know- 
ledge is not necessarily caused by perception; it may be caused 
by अनुपलब्धिप्रमाण or by शब्दप्रमाण, just as in the sentence, ** Thou 
art the tenth”, the cognition of being the tenth, though- a 
percept, is not caused by perception, but by word 


10. The remark of the Vedanta-paribhasa quoted at the end 
of the last preceding Note is important as 
The Nyàya vie" — showing that the Nyaya ideas of perception 
of Perception as - iffer fi 
distinguished roe and percept materially differ from those of 
that of others. other schools, and that Annambhatta’s defi- 
nitions of them will not at all be accepted 
as correct by Vedantic writers. The Naiyayika theory of percep- 
tion and in fact of all knowledge is essentially physical. All cog- 
nitions ( बुद्धयः) are conceived to be merely qualities residing in 
‘the soul which is a substance, and exactly in the same way as the 
quality of blueness or whiteness resides in the jar. These cogni- 
tions again are all primarily derived from perceptive experience 
external objects. There is nothing idealistic or supersensuous in 
this matter-of-fact and almost mechanical theory of the origin of 
our ideas. This is the reason why the Nyaya-Vaisesika system 
has become so thoroughly realistic, and why it is strenuously 
opposed by the ideal and pantheistic philosophers of Samkhya and 
Vedantic schools. The Nyaya theory of perception has a very close 
resemblance to Locke’s doctrine of sensationalism and may be 
described almost in his own words. Locke considers that all our 
knowledge is derived from experience which is two-fold, “ obser- 
vation employed either about external sensible objects or about 
the internal operations of our minds, perceived and reflected 
upon by ourselves”. These two sources of our ideas are thus 
described :— 


1. Vedanta-Paribhasa, Calc. ed., p. 25. 
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“First, Our senses conversant about particular sensible objects, do 
convey into the mind several distinct perceptions of things, according 
to those various ways wherein those objects do affect them ; and thus 
we come by those ideas we have of yellow, white, heat, cold, soft, 
hard, bitter, sweet, and all those which we call sensible qualities; 
which when I say that the senses convey into the mind, I mean 
they from external objects convey into the mind what produces 
there those perceptions. This great source of most of the ideas we 
have, depending wholly upon our senses, and derived by them to the 
understanding, I call, sensation. 


“ Secondly. The other fountain from which experience furni- 
sheth the understanding with ideas, is the perception of the operations 
of our own minds within us as it is employed about the ideas it has 
got; which operations when the soul comes to reflect on and consider, 
do furnish the understanding with another set of ideas which could 
not be had from things without; and such are perception, thinking, 

_ doubting, believing, reasoning, knowing, willing and all the different 
actings of our own minds; which we being conscious of and observing 
in ourselves, do from these receive into our understanding as distinct 
ideas, so we do from bodies affecting our senses. "...... 


“ The understanding seems to me not to have the least glimmer- 
ing of any ideas which it doth not receive from one of the two. Exter- 
nal objects furnish the mind with the ideas of sensible qualities, which 
are all those different perceptions they produce in us; and the mind 
furnishes the understanding with ideas of its own operations, "! 


This may almost be mistaken for a translation of a passage in 
some Nyaya work.  Locke's theory of senses has now been 
partially abandoned chiefly owing to the powerful criticism of 
Kant, but its enormous influence on subsequent philosophical 
thought cannot be doubted. Similarly the Naiyayikas' doctrine 
of संनिकर्ष was afterwards considerably modified by Vedantins and 
others, but not before it had given a decided turn to philosophical 
speculations in India. 


1, Locke, Essay on Human Understanding, Bk. 11, ch, 1, See. 8, 4. 
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Inference is the peculiar cause ofa judgment; judgment is 
the knowledge that springs from परामर्श or consideration; consi- 
deration is the knowledge of reason as distinguished by invariable 
concomitance, as for instance, the knowledge thut this mountain 
has smoke which is invariably accompanied by fire is Considera- 
tion, while the knowledge born of it that the mountain is fiery is 
Judgment. Invariable concomitance is the certainty of association 
that wherever there is smoke, there is fire. The existence of an 
invariably concomitant thing on objects like mountain makes it the 
characteristic of a पक्ष or Receptacle. 


1. The chapters on Inference contain the science of Indian 
logic as developed and skilfully dovetailed 
Judgment and into the general system of metaphysics evolv- 
Inference. ed by the Vaisesikas. अनुमान or inference 
is the instrument, अनुमिति the resulting 
judgment, and परामर्श the intermediate operation. अनुमिति is thus 
said to depend upon परामर्श. This परामर्श occupies a very impor- 
tant place in Nyaya logic; because when oncea valid परामर्श is 
obtained a sound conclusion or अनुमिति necessarily and immedia- 
tely follows, just as cloth is produced as an invariable consequence 
of the motion of the loom. Hence Nyaya writers mainly devote 
themselves to a discussion of this परामश and its two constituent 
parts व्याप्ति and fey. fex or हेतु is the thing from which the 
existence of another thing invariably concomitant with it is infer- 
red; व्यापि is this invariable concomitance existing between the 
fes and the other thing inferred from it, namely साध्य. 


2. It will be clear from the above that an inference when 
simplified always consists of three terms de- 

Inference analysed, noting respectively हेतु, साध्य and their 
mutual relation of invariable concomitance 

any two of which when given necessarily lead to a knowledge of 
the third. Of these the साध्य is of course the thing which is always 
to be proved; and consequently the other two terms, हेतु and the 
हेतुसाध्यसंबन्ध or व्याप्ति 88 it is called, must be known before any 

TS..30 
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inference is possible. In the Aristotelian syllogism they correspond 
to the first two premises which, being connected together by a 
common middle term, lead to the conclusion; but the Aristotelian 
‘syllogism is defective in so far as it merely implies this connection 
between the two premises, and has no separate premise to express 
it. The Nyaya syllogism on the other hand actually expresses this 
‘connection by joining the two premises, or rather the two terms 
‘denoting हेतु and व्यापि into one; that is, it does not merely state 
‘the two terms or premises separately, and then at once jump to the 
‘conclusion, but after stating them fully gives a third premise which 
‘combines the previous two terms, and thus gives a unity as it were 
to the two separate cognitions of हेतु and व्याप्ति, This combined 
premise is called the परामर्श, which immediately gives rise to the 
conclusion and is therefore said to be its करण. 


3. परामर्श has been said to be a combination of two distinct 

notions, those of हेतु and व्याप्त. But how 
"Parümaría. is this combination accepted ? Not simply 
$ by placing them side by side, nor by putting 
‘them in a sentence as subject and predicate; but by joining them 
‘inseparably as विशेष्य and विशेषण or subject and attribute. The 
“विशेषणतासंबन्ध being indissoluble is the closest union between two 
‘things, and consequently the perfect unity of परामर्श is attained by 
‘making व्याप्ति the विशेषण of हेतु, that is by making the हेतु sarà- 
“विशिष्ट, A परामर्श may therefore be defined as the knowledge not 
‘merely of व्याप्ति and xg but of व्याप्तिविशिष्टहेतु. 


r 


4. The author, however, defines परामर्श as the knowledge of 
व्याप्तिविशिष्टपक्षधर्मता. Does this latter defini- 

Author's definition. tion differ from that noted above? In 
other words, does पश्चधर्म differ from what 

"we have called the हेतु ? Really not, for पक्षधमंता is nothing more 
„than a particular kind of &gar; or rather it is हेतुता under parti- 
-cular circumstances. Itis not any हेतु that will give rise (0 परामर्श, 
but only such a one as besides being व्याप्तिविशिष्ट is also पक्षधर्मता- 
विशिष्ट, As a matter of fact a हेतु is always व्याप्तिविशिष्ट and is 
‘already stated to be so in the व्याप्तिवाक्य, just as in the major 
premise of the Aristotelian syllogism. When for instance 
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we say यत्र यत्र धूमस्तत्र तत्र a: or “all men are mortal,” we 
always lay down the invariable concomitance of धूम and 4f 
or humanity and mortality; that is, we state धूम to be 
वहिव्याप्यता-( व्याप्ति )विशिष्ट, and मनुष्यत्व to be  मललत्वव्याप्तिविशिष्ट. 
But this alone is not sufficient to produce a new conclusion, 
for besides the major we also require a minor premise in 
which the range of हेतु is restricted, that is, we speak of it not 
generally as in the major premise, but in connection with a 
particular place or a particular occasion only. Hence in 
addition to being व्याप्तिविशिष्ट, the हेतु must also be qualified 
by another limitation, namely पक्षधर्मता (the fact of its being 
a property of पक्ष or place). For a proper conclusion there 
fore the हेतु must be व्याप्तिविशिष्ट, and must also be known as 
a धर्म residing in पक्ष; in other words it must be known 
to be invariably associated with the साध्य and must also be 
cognized as being in a particular place (wa). So that we 
have two separate cognitions respectively expressed by Aristotle's 
major and minor premises, namely, that the हेतु is invariably 
concomitant with «rer and that it exists in a particular place. 
These separate cognitions combined together produce the 
joint cognition that that àg which is known to be invariably 
concomitant with साध्य exists in the particular place; or to 
take a concrete example, that the smoke which is known to be 
वहिव्याप्य exists on the mountain. This joint cognition वहि- 
व्याप्यधूमवान्‌ पर्वतः which is formed by the combination of the two 
independent cognitions of हेतु as पक्षधर्म and as व्याप्तिविशिष्ट is 
called परामर्श, Annambhatta’s definition of परामर्श, however, requires 
some further elucidation before it can be fully understood 


5. The preceding remarks are equally applicable to both 

the Aristotelian and the Naiyayika syllo- 

Comparison of the  gistic systems; and they are intended to 
Aristotelian with the show that both systems, though widely 
Naiyāyika syllogism. differing in their ultimate forms, are really 
founded on identical analysis of our thinking 

process. The two systems materially agree with each other 
until we arrive at the two cognitions expressed by Aristotle in 
the form of major and minor premises, and by the Naiyayikag 
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as व्याप्ति and पक्षधर्मता respectively. But from this point they 
diverge, chiefly on account of their different ways of combin- 
ing these two cognitions; and the divergence, though slight 
at first, ultimately leads to the different forms of syllogism 
in the two systems. Aristotle first cognises हेतु as invaria- 
bly concomitant with साध्य (in the major premise), and 
then finds this invariably concomitant हेतु in a particular 
place in the minor: that is, he first makes sure of व्याप्ति as 
a general truth, and then determines the existence of this 
साध्यव्याप्यहेतु on the qa. The  Naiyayika reverses the order, 
by first determining the हेतु on पक्ष, and then joining to it 
the notion of invariable concomitance, which, being derived 
from past experience, is remembered as soon as the हेतु is 
perceived on the पक्ष. In Aristotle’s system, व्याप्ति is deter- 
mined first and then पक्षधर्मता; in Nyaya first पक्षधर्मता of the 
wg is known and then the recollected notion of व्याप्ति is 
added to it. To adopt Sanskrit terminology, the combination of 
the two notions, i. e. the परामर्श, is expressed in Nyaya as: 
ब्याप्तिविशिष्टपक्षर्मता ; while Aristotle would probably have 
described it as werfen, if of course he had laid 
‘down any third premise corresponding to परामर्शवाक्य. As a 
matter of fact we do not find this last form in Aristotle’s 
syllogism, because the mixture of the two notions of व्याप्ति 
and पक्षधर्मता designated परामर्श is only implied and not ex- 
pressed in the Aristotelian inference. If, however, we intro- 
duce a premise into the latter syllogism corresponding to 
परामर्श, we shall find that it assumes exactly the form in- 
dicated above, viz. पक्षषमंताविशिष्टव्याप्ति. Take for example :— 
All men are mortal ; 
Socrates is a man; 
.". Socrates is mortal. 
A Naiyayika will put this as :— 
Humanity ( मनुष्यत्वं ) is invariably concomitant with 
mortality ( मर्यत्वव्याप्तं ) ; 
There is humanity in Socrates ; 
.'. There is mortality in Socrates. 
This syllogism is defective according to Nyaya, because 
just before the conclusion there is wanting a step combining 
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the two premises into one proposition. This परामर्श would 
be *the humanity in Socrates is invariably concomitant with 
mortality; ° that is, we cognize मनुष्यत्व not as मर्यत्वव्याप्य 
generally, but as मर्त्येत्वन्याप्य in a particular individual Socrates. 
In other words, the व्याप्ति which was first universal is here 
limited by पक्षधर्मता, i. e. पक्षधर्मताविशिष्टव्याप्ति, On the other hand, 
the same argument put in the Nyaya syllogism would be :— 

देवदत्तो मत्यः ( मत्यत्वविदिष्ट: ) à 

मलुष्यत्वात्‌ | 

यो यो मनुष्यः स मत्येत्वविशिष्टः । यथा यज्ञदत्तः | 

तथा चायं देवदत्तः ( मत्येत्वव्याप्यमजुप्यत्वविशिष्ट: ) 

तस्मात्तथा ( देवदत्तो मत्यः) । 

The only difference between this and the former syllogism 
is that here in the fourth step, i. e. परामर्श we predicate मर्यत्व- 
ब्याप्यमनुष्यत्वविरिष्टत्व of देवदत्त, while in the former we predi- 
cated मर्लत्वव्याप्यत्व of देवदत्तनिष्टमन्ञुष्यत्व. The result of course is 
the same, and the conclusion is as valid in the one as in 
the other syllogism. 

6. The above distinction between the forms of the Aris- 
totelian syllogism and Sanskrit Nyaya is no doubt rather 
subtle, and cannot be fully grasped by a student in a prelimi- 
nary stage; but it is very important as it explains the peculiar 
form assumed by the syllogism of the Naiyayikas. It is 
referred to here in order to show the exact significance of 
Annambhatta’s definition of परामर्श. The Naiyayika अनुमिति is 
essentially based on परामर्श, and the form of परामश is largely 
due to the peculiar structure of the Nyaya syllogism. The 
necessity and the form of the परामर्श have been much criti- 
cized by Writers imperfectly acquainted with the  Nyaya 
system; but the above analysis will show that परामर्श is not 
only natural, but absolutely essential in every process of 
inference. Only it must be looked at from its proper 
standpoint. Persons accustomed to Aristotle’s syllogism find 
it difficult at first to comprehend the Nyāya theory of ins 
ference, involved as it is in endless technicalities and intri- 
cacies extremely puzzling to beginners. These technicalities, 
however, are not meaningless; on the contrary they will 
be found on a proper examination to be the result of a deep 
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and far-reaching analysis of our process of thinking. To under- 
stand the Indian logical method, it is quite necessary to view 
all its parts in their proper light. The above comparison of 
the Indian and Aristotelian syllogisms will therefore be useful 
as showing how both, though starting from the same common 
principles, differ in their outward form owing to a difference in 
the manner of applying those principles. 


7. अनुमिति:-- The gist of अनुमान has been succinctly put by 
Kesava Misra in the following statement, 

What is Anwmiti. अनुमानस्य द्वे अङ्गे व्याप्तिः पक्षधर्मता चेति। तत्र 
व्याप्त्या साध्यसामान्यसिद्धिः । हेतोः पक्षधर्मताबलात्‌ 

साध्यस्य पक्षधर्मत्वविशेपः सिध्यति ।' This means that of the two 
parts of the अनुमान, व्याप्ति and पक्षधर्मता, the first proves the 
invariable association of साध्य with हेतु in general, while the 
latter proves the same on ua. The inference therefore consists 
in proving existence of साध्य on पक्ष from that of wg.  Vat- 
syayana explains the derivation of अनुमान as मितेन लिज्ञेनार्थस्य 
पश्चान्मानम्‌, the ‘subsequent ascertaining of a thing (साध्य) 
from a sign already known.'? The same scholiast defines अनुमान 
as लिङ्गलिङ्गिनोः संबन्धदर्शनम्‌ or rather yaa अप्रत्यक्षस्य संवन्धस्य 
प्रतिपत्तिः. The last definition is certainly the simplest, though 
not very accurate. It describes अनुमान as the process by which 
from the perceived we get at the knowledge of an associated 
unperceived. It is free from some objections to which Annam- 
bhatta’s definition is liable. One such objection is noted and 
answered by T. D., namely, that the definition of अनुमिति 
(परामडीजन्यज्ञानत्वं) would extend to संशायोत्तरप्रत्यक्ष, which too is 
produced by a kind of intermediate राम. When one sees in- 
distinctly some elongated substance standing at a distance, one 
first doubts whether it is a post or man. Then the observer exa- 
mines it carefully, and on perceiving hands and feet to it he 
concludes that it is a man and nota post. This last conclusion 
ought to be an अनुमिति for it is derived from a हेतु, करादिमत्त्व. We 
reason पुरुपत्वविशिष्टो$यम्‌ | करादिमत्त्वात्‌ | “यो यः करादिमान्‌ स स पुरुपः। यथा 
देवदत्त: | and so on. This would be an अनुमिति, although we 
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usually call it प्रत्यक्ष because we actually perceive the man after 
the intermediate reasoning. Vatsyayana’s definition would: 
obviously exclude it, for here although we reason we do. 
not infer an unperceived thing from the perceived, both’ 
पुरुष and करादि being actually perceived. The answer given 
by T. D. is somewhat different. Similarly there will also 
be अतिव्याप्ति on सविकल्पकज्ञान which is got after some sort of 
an unconscious process of reasoning. We first see a thing. 
indistinctly and cognize its property म्बुग्रीवादिमत्त्व separately; 
then we infer from the latter that the thing is a jar. 
Similarly cognitions derived from उपमान and rz also fall 
under अनुमान and are actually so included by the Vaisesikas. and 
Bauddhas. But we cannot include these cognitions under अनुमिति 
for they give rise to a different consciousness ( अनुव्यवसाय ) such as 
साक्षात्करोमि or उपमिनोमि while in an अनुमिति the consciousness is 
अनुमिनोमि. The definition of अनुमिति is therefore faulty, in as. 
much as it applies to cognitions that are not अनुमिति. T. D. 
gives one answer to both this and the former objection, viz., that 
although there is परामर्श in संशयोत्तरप्रत्यक्ष, it is not accompanied by 
पक्षता which is a necessary condition of an inference. It is there- 
fore necessary to understand what पक्षता really signifies 
8. पक्षता :—An inference has been already described as 
the application of general truth to a parti- 
Paksatà cular instance. When we infer that Socrates 
is mortal, we simply realize in Socrates. 
that property mortality which we already know generally 
as being invariably associated with humanity. This parti- 
cular instance is called पक्ष and may be an individual, a 
substance, a place or any other thing, of which an inferrable 
property can be predicated. पक्षता is the characteristic 
which distinguishes the पक्ष for the time being from other 
things of the same or of different nature. Thus any mountain 
is not पक्ष, but it becomes one as soon as we observe 
smoke on it, and desire to infer fire therefrom. पक्ष is 
first defined as सिद्वयभाववान्‌, ‘possessing the non-ascertain- 
ment of a thing’, that is, having on it a thing (साध्य) 
which is unascertained but which is to be inferred. Why 
not , then simply say साध्यवान्‌ पक्षः; rather than saying 
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सिद्धथभाववान्‌ पक्षः? Because although the पक्ष, as a mountain for in- 
stance, may have fire on it, we do not know it at first. In the 
beginning we simply know that the fire is not ascertained, that is 
we know of the non-ascertainment of the साध्य (fàzama); but 
not of the साध्य itself. Where fire is actually perceived its existence 
is ascertained and there is knowledge of non-ascertainment, and 
consequently no पक्षता. But suppose we desire to infer fire from 
smoke even though we know of its existence from another source, 
There is no fagana here, but the inference would be still valid. 
In a परार्थानुमान again the साध्य is already previously ascertained 
by the speaker; and so if पक्षता were simply defined as सिद्धथभाव 
all such inferences-would be excluded. The ascertainment (सिद्धि), 
therefore, the absence of which constitutes पक्षता, is qualified as 
being that which is accompanied by सिपाधयिपाविरद्द ‘absence of any 
desire to infer.’ The compound सिषाथ*-भावः is to be dissolved as 
सिषाधयिषाविरहसहङ्ता या सिद्धिः तस्या अभावः, and not ‘aeadt यः 
सिद्धथभावः; that is, for पक्षता there is required not only an 
absence of सिद्धि, but also an absence of सिपाधयिपाविरद्द or 
rather the absence of a सिद्धि which is सिषपाधयिषाविरहसहकृत. In 
a परार्थानुमान or in the case above mentioned where fire 
though actually perceived is sought to be proved by inference, 
although there is the सिद्धि, it is not accompanied by 
सिषाधयिपाविरह; and consequently there is still an अभाव of 
such a fafa as is  सिपाधथिपाविरहसहकृत. This latter अभाव 
results from the non-existence of either of its constituents ( viz. 
सिषाधयिषाविरह 07 सिद्धि); and exists both where there is no 
सिद्धि as in an ordinary अनुमान, and also where there is 
सिद्धि but there is no सिपाधयिषाविरह, 7. e. where there is 
सिषाधयिषा. Of the two conditions therefore mentioned above, 
namely, non-ascertainment of साध्य and a desire to infer, either 
may suffice to constitute पक्षता. In a संशायोत्तरप्रत्यदा there is no 
such qatar because the man and his करादि being perceived simul- 
taneously there is no साध्य left to be ascertained and also no de- 
sire to infer it. The above definition of पक्षता, which is taken 
by Annambhatta from Tattva-Cintàmani of Gange$a, is the most 
common one; but it is open to an objection. When a man in 
the interior of the house hears a loud noise in the sky, he at once 
concludes it to be thunder. This is undoubtedly an inference, but 
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there is no पक्षता according to the above definition, because there 
is no सिद्धथभाव, the ascertainment of thunder instantly following 
the hearing of the sound; nor is there any सिपाधयिपा on the 
part of the hearer,.as there is no sufficient interval between the , 
hearing and the अनुमिति for sucha desire to arise. The whole 
operation is instantaneous and almost involuntary. Annambhatta’s 
definition would have the effect of excluding such inferences from 
the class of अनुमिति. Nor can there be set, because the hearer 
being in the interior of the house never sees the clouds. Hence 
N. B. on Sect. 51, having stated the objection, remarks: प्राचीन- 
लक्षणं विहाय नवीनेरनुमित्युद्देदयत्व॑ पक्षत्वमिति स्थिरीकृतम्‌ . This new defi- 
nition of पक्षतr adopted by the moderns in preference to the one 
accepted by Annambhatta is अनुमित्युद्देश्यत्वम्‌ or अन्नुमितिप्रयोजनकत्वम्‌ , 
which being very Wide is not likely to exclude any thing. 
As regards the time-honoured definition it is necessary to add a 
remark of S. M. सिपाधयिपाविरहकाले याइृशसिद्धिसत्वेनान्नुमितिस्ताढृशी 
सिद्धिर्विशिष्य तत्तदनुमितिप्रतिवन्धिका वक्तव्या, that is, the ascertain- 
ment spoken of must be of the particular sort intended in the 
inference, so that although one might have ascertained fire upon 
a mountain from light, he should not be debarred from further 
inferring the same fire from smoke. In Sect. 51 further on पक्ष 
is defined as संदिग्धसाध्यवान्‌ ‘a thing on which the existence of 
साध्य is doubted °; but the definition does not differ from the one 
given above as the word संदिग्ध implies both the absence of सिद्धि 
and the presence of सिपाधयिपा.? 
9. पक्षधमताः--पक्षता being thus determined, it will be com- 
paratively easy for the student to under- 
Paksa-dharmata stand पक्षधर्मता the knowledge of which is 
said to constitute परामर्श. It is defined as 
(eat: ) पक्षवृत्तित्वम्‌ or पक्षसंवन्धः (V. V.) ‘the residence of 
wg on पक्ष’ ; but this does not convey the idea accurately. 
There are many things on the mountain such as trees and 
stones, but smoke alone is called पक्षधर्म because smoke alone 
leads to the inference of fire in the particular case. There 
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may be other things such as light or burnt-up ashes which may 
equally conduce to an inference of fire; but they are irrelevant 
in an inference from smoke, and so are not पक्षधर्म. Again as all 
things on the mountain are not पक्षधर्म, so all smoke in the world 
is not also पक्षधर्म, although the whole of it be वह्िव्याप्य. Only 
that particular line of smoke which is seen issuing from the top 
of the mountain is पक्षधर्म, because the knowledge of that alone is 
effective in giving an inference of fire on the mountain. All 
our previous knowledge about the invariable concomitance of 
smoke and fire will avail us nothing if we do not observe a parti- 
cular धूमरेखा on the top of the mountain. This is the reason, as 
has been already pointed out, why परामर्श is defined as the know- 
ledge of पक्षधर्मता, and not that of J merely; for it is not any 
smoke but smoke when cognized.as a थम of the पक्ष that produces 
अनुमिति. Nor is it sufficient to cognize smoke on any mountain, 
but the cognition must take place on a mountain which is a पक्ष, 
that is which possesses the पक्षता as above defined. Hence पक्षधर्मता 
may be fully defined as पक्षतावच्छेदकावच्छिन्नविषयता which is para- 
phrased as सिपाध--सिद्धयभावरूपा या पक्षता तस्या अवच्छेदकं यत्पर्वतत्वं 
तेनावच्छिन्नो यस्य स धूमस्तत्ता, ‘the smoke as conditioned by the 
mountain which determines in this case the sphere of पक्षता.” The 
knowledge of smoke so conditioned leads to अनुमिति when addi- 
tionally qualified by a knowledge of the व्याप्ति. व्याप्तिविशिष्टपक्षधर्म- 
ताज्ञानम cannot be dissolved, says Nilakantha, as व्याप्तिविशिष्ट या 
पक्षधर्मता तस्या ज्ञानम्‌ , ‘cognition of पक्षधर्मता in a smoke that is al- 
ready known to be वहिव्याप्य. ' This would accord with Aristotle’s 
method, as has been already pointed out, which first states the 
व्याप्त in the major premiss, and then realizes it in the thing deno- 
‘ted by the minor term but such a dissolution, says Nilakantha, would 
‘exclude an inference of the व्यतिरेकि kind which is always based on 
a contrary negative concomitance, and in which the पक्षधर्मता 
belongs not to the ‘thing which is व्याप्तिविशिष्ट but to its 
.contradictory. The compound therefore must be taken as a 
कर्मधारय, being dissolved व्यास्तिर्विशिष्ट च तत्पक्षध्मंताज्ञानं च, know- 
ledge of पक्षधर्मता as qualified by the (knowledge of) व्याप्ति.” 
Mere knowledge of पक्षधर्मता is obtained by perception when one 
sees the line of ‘smoke on the mountain top, but it alone 
does not produce अनुमिति. It becomes परामर्श when combined 
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with a knowledge of व्याप्ति after व्याप्तिसरण. Hence the remark 
of T. D. व्याप्तिविपयक॑ angatag. Technically expressed 
व्याप्ति is not a विशेषण of 'पक्षधर्म (smoke), but a प्रकार of the 
पक्षधर्मताज्ञान; it is a property of the perceptive knowledge of 
smoke on the mountain, and not a quality of the smoke itself. 
The reason is obvious. व्याधि isa subjective conception, not a 
material quality residing in an external object such as smoke. 
ya itself cannot therefore be ज्यप्तिबिशिष्ट, but धूमज्ञान can be 
व्याप्त्यवच्छिन्नप्रकारतानिरूपित. Hence the complete definition of qqr- 
मरां is व्याप्त्यवच्छिन्नप्रकारतानिरूपित-पक्षतावच्छेदकावच्छिन्नविशेष्यताशाली 
निश्चयः ( Nil. ). This परामर्श is illustrated in the cognition aísgarer- 
धूमवान्‌ पर्वतः, which always precedes the अनुमिति ` पर्वतो वहिमान्‌ . ! 
.10. There is no English word which can convey the exact 
notion of परामर्श. Ballantyne translates it 
English equivalents. by ‘ logical antecedent’, but the rendering 
is not appropriate. The expression ‘ logical 
datum’ is also not very happy as it implies that परामर्श is 
an assumption made to serve a logical purpose and is not 
a mecessary step in every natural process of thinking. The 
word परामर्श etymologically means consideration, but the 
latter word does not convey the full idea of परामर्श as used 
by the Naiyayikas. It is, however, issued by Roer and Max 
Müller, and I have adopted it for want of a better one. For 
अनुमिति I have adopted the term Judgment on the authority 
of Whately,’ while its instrument the अनुमान is denoted by 
Inference जरापि is ‘invariable concomitance,’ and not *per- 
vading inherence’ as Roer renders it, because it is not as 
inhering attribute of a material object, but a relation of 
‘the notions of two things. There is a difficulty about the 
‘proper rendering of ws. It is not correct to translate पक्ष by 
* minor term ° as Roer and others, probably misled by notions of 
Aristotelian logic, have done. ‘ Minor term’ would be a proper 
equivalent for पक्षवाचक शब्द, and not for पक्ष itself. The rendering 
‘of पक by ‘subject’ is perhaps better, as पक्ष like Aristotle’s minor 
term is the subject in the conclusion, but it also is liable to misapp- 
rehension. I have therefore contented myself with the ordinary word 
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* place’ to express the idea of पक्ष. For the same reason it 
is misleading though not positively incorrect to translate हेतु by 
* middle term °, as some have done. हेतु or rather हेतुवाक्य, as a part 
of the five-membered syllogism, can best be rendered by ‘ reason’, 
and corresponds to minor premiss, while ल can be translated by 
‘sign’. Terms of the formal syllogism ought not to be indiscrimi- 
nately applied to things which form part of the previous process 
of thinking. The same caution is required in applying other terms 
derived from European logic to their Sanskrit counterparts. 
=aift :—The word व्यापि is perhaps the most difficult as 
it is also the most important term occurring 
Vyapti. in connection with the subject of inference. 
व्याप्ति has been translated as invariable con- 
comitance; and the author defines it in the text as साहचर्य- 
नियम: (invariability of concomitance ) which means the same. 
But what does concomitance mean, and what does its 
invariability signify? The illustration (अभिनय) of व्याप्ति, 
** Wherever there is smoke there is fire,” gives no doubt 
some idea of this invariable concomitance, but it does not 
furnish us with a sure test as to how व्याप्ति is to be found 
out and under what conditions it is valid. We must there- 
fore further analyse the two notions involved in a «smi, 
viz. that of साहचर्य ‘co-existence’ or * concomitance °, and that 


of * universality’ or rather the *invariability ° of this साहचर्य. ` 


साहचर्य is the सामानाधिकरण्य, co-existence in one and the same 
place, of हेतु and साध्य; and when this co-existence of one 
thing with another is observed wherever the other thing 
exists, the साहचर्यं is called नियत (नियमेन वर्तमानं) or invaria- 
ble, and the thing so found coexisting is said to be व्यापक of 
the other thing. Thus fire is always found where smoke exists, 
and is therefore व्यापक of धूम; while as smoke is not always 
observed along with fire as in a red-hot iron-ball, smoke 
is not the व्यापक of af. There is no doubt a व्याप्ति between fire 
and smoke, but the व्याप्ति is of fire on smoke, and not vice versa! 
for fire, besides existing in all places, occupied by smoke, 
exists inothers where there is no smoke, and is thus more extensive. 
The व्याप्ति therefore not only means co-existence or concomitance, 
but also involves the idea of a greater extent. A व्यापक is 
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greater in extent than the व्याप्य, though not necessarily so; for 
in the exccptional case where both may be co-extensive, both 
are व्यापक and व्याप्य of each other. To cover this exceptional 
case Naiyayikas define व्याप्ति simply as invariable co-existence, 
which is of course found both when the साध्य is greater than or 
equal in extent to the साधन. 


12. The words extent and extensive are ambiguous as they 
are likely to be misunderstood in the sense of volume such as 
bulk or quantity or area. Thus a field of 20 acres would be 
said to be more extensive than another of 10 acres as it would 
include the latter and would still leave some of its parts un- 
occupied, but it is not व्यापक in the sense in which the term is 
used in Nyaya. This will be clear by another example. Or 
the two sums of 100 and 50 rupees respectively, the larger 
obviously includes the smaller, but a Naiyayika would call 
the smallersum the व्यापक of the larger, because it is found 
in a greater number of places than the other. The number 
fifty exists wherever there is the hundred, and in many other 
places besides, e. g. where there are numbers between fifty and 
hundred. If for instance, we bring together twenty people 
having salaries above fifty, of whom only five get a hundred 
rupees or more, the sum of hundred occurs in five instances only 
while that of fifty is found in twenty. Fifty invariably co-exists 
with hundred, but not vice versa; and hence the Naiyayikas 
would say that fifty is the व्यापक संख्या and hundred the व्याप्य 
संख्या. Any inference from hundred as a हेतु to fifty as a साध्य, 
such as A has fifty cows because he was seen with a hundred, 
would therefore be valid, so far as व्याप्ति is concerned. Of course, 
being immediate inferences, they may not perhaps be called 
deductions proper, but the व्याप्ति is true all the same. व्यापकत्व, 
therefore, though primarily involving the ideas of extension and 
inclusion, is often the opposite of them; for it is not the bigness 
of the thing itself, but the number of instances in which it is 
found that makes it व्यापक. Hence व्याप्ति is defined in terms of 
co-existence or concomitance, and not as extension or pervasion. 

13. Except in the rare case where हेतु and साध्य are 0०05 
extensive, व्याप्ति is a unilateral relation between them; that 
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is, if any two things are taken, one of them is at once determined 
to be the व्यापक of the other, and their व्याप्यव्यापकभाव does 
not vary so long as the two things are taken in the same sense 
and with the same qualifications. The साहचर्यनियम is therefore 
the invariable co-existence of व्यापक्र with the sara and not 
vice versa; and as in a valid inference the साध्य must always 
be the व्यापक of हेतु, that is, must be more extensive than or 
at least co-extensive with the हेतु, the definition of व्याप्ति in 
T. S. must obviously be taken in a limited sense. This limi- 
tation is fully brought out in the enlarged definition of व्याप्ति 
given by T. D. हेतुसमानाधिकरणात्यन्ताभावाप्रतियोगिसाध्यसामानाधि- 
'करण्यम्‌, which is explained by Nilakantha thus : वहिमान्‌ धूमादि- 
त्यादौ (सद्धेतौ) धूमसमानाधिकरणो योऽत्यन्ताभावः (घटात्यन्ताभावः) तद~ 
प्रतियोगि (ufu) तत्सामानाधिकरण्यं धूमेऽस्ति, इति mem लक्षणसमन्वयः « 
The सामानाधिकरण्य, according to this definition, is of the साध्य on 
the हेतु, i. e. of the व्यापक on the qq. But how do we know 
that the साध्य is the व्यापक? To clear this doubt a qualification 
‘is added to the area, that it must be ‘a thing which is not a 
counter-entity (प्रतियोगी) of any absolute negation (i. e. an 
absolute negation of anything) co-existing with the yg’. Smoke 
for instance can co-exist with the अत्यन्ताभाव of घट, or पट, orin 
fact of every thing that is not necessarily associated with it; and 
hence those things are counter entities of हेतु — भाव, while fire 
is not so, because there can be no smoke in the absence of fire. 
‘The expression समानाधिकरणात्यन्ताभावाप्रतियोगि i nothing but a 
paraphrase of the word नियम which occurs in T. S., for the 
‘invariable presence of a thing isthe same as the absence of its 
co-existent negation. Commentators, however, are not satisfied 
even with this circumlocution, for there is still a doubt as to 
whether the हेतु and साध्य are all things denoted by the words 
‘or only individual things referred to on particular occasions; or in 
other words, whether the smoke said to be वहिव्याप्य is smoke in 
‘general, or the particular yarat observed on the mountain. That 
the former meaning is to be taken is made clear by the 
insertion of the word अवच्छिन्न; and the definition is thus 
enlarged : हेतुसमानाधिकरणात्यन्ता भावप्रतियोगितानवच्छेदकसाध्यतावच्छेदकावच्छिन्न- 
साध्यसमानाधिकरणवृत्ति-हेतुतावच्छेदकत्वस (Nil). व्याप्ति is thus a धर्म 
of wg (देठुतावच्छेइक) residing (वृत्ति) in a thing co-existent 
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with a'urer that is distinguished (अवच्छिन्न) by an अवच्छेदकधर्म 
(aa) which characterizes the साध्य (7. e. resides in the साध्य), 
but does not pertain to a प्रतियोगी (प्रतियोगितानवच्छेदक ) of any of 
the (countless) absolute negations co-existing with हेतु (धूम) 
This frightful periphrasis is intended to signify nothing more than 
that the व्याप्यव्यापकभाव lies between the generalities of fire and 
smoke and not between the individual 4f@ and धूम; that is, fire 
is the व्यापक of smoke as fire in general and not as a particular 
fire in the kitchen or the hearth. 
14. Before adverting to the question how this व्याप्ति is known 
f it may be useful to consider a few definitions 
Various definitions of sfà, given by other writers, in order 
of Vyāpti. to further elucidate the Naiyayika notion 
of व्याप्ति, as well as to indicate briefly the 
general character and drift of the endless controversies carried 
on about it. There is in fact no other single topic in the Nyaya 
philosophy, which has evoked such an amount of subtle hair- 
splitting from scholastic disputants, as the definition of व्याप्ति- 
Whole works have been written for the purpose of settling a 
correct definition, and every writer of some pretensions has 
‘endeavoured to start a separate school advocating a particular 
definition. Visvanatha gives two definitions of व्याप्ति, of which he 
prefers the second. He first defines व्याप्ति as साध्यवदन्यस्मिन्नसंबन्धः 
* absence of the हेतु on any thing except the one having साध्य "7 
But this definition is अव्याप्त as it does not apply in a केवलान्वयि 
अनुमान, such as इदं वाच्यं ज्ञेयत्वात्‌, where वाच्यत्व and ज्ञेयत्व being 
properties of all knowable things, there is no object that can be 
called साध्ववदन्य, and hence व्यापि in such cases cannot be known. 
Consequently this definition of the ancients is abandoned by 
modern writers. The other definition of Vi$vanatha is हेतुमन्निष्ठ= 
विरहाप्रतियोगिसाध्येक्ाधिकरण्यम्‌ ? which is identical with the one given 
by T. D., हेठुमन्निष्ठविरह corresponding to हेतुसमानाधिकरणात्यन्ताभाव. 
Here also, as in T. D.’s definition, the साध्यधर्म is to be understood 
as प्रतियोगितानवच्छेदक and maada." Again the सामानाधिकरण्य 
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is to be by the same संवन्ध such as either समवाय or संयोग. 
Otherwise fire not residing in the parts of smoke by intimate 
union will not be समानाधिकरण with it. Now, an objector may 
ask, will not the definition be inapplicable to an inference like 
अयं कपिसंयोगो, एतद्दुक्षत्वात्‌ । where संयोग being an अव्याप्यवृत्ति युण, 
both it and its अभाव are समानाधिकरण with the वृक्षत्व of the tree? 
The answer is no, because it is a rule that अभाव and its प्रतियोगी 
are never एकाधिकरण. In this way rival disputants go on starting 
and answering objections, most of which are technical and 
scarcely add to the knowledge of the student. 


15. व्याप्ति is divided into two sorts, अन्वयव्याप्ति and व्यतिरेक- 
व्याप्ति, of which the first again is of two 

Kinds of Vyapti. kinds, पूर्वपक्षब्याप्ति and सिद्धान्तसिद्धव्यापि.' 
अन्वयब्याप्ति is the one already explained, 

where the साध्य has नियतसाहचर्य with हेतु. Its two subdivisions, 
पूर्वपक्षव्याप्ति and सिद्धान्तसिद्धव्याप्ति, seem to be invented chiefly 
for dialectical purposes and are of no scientific value. Each of 
these classes comprises a number of definitions arranged on a 
system of gradation, the simpler preceding the more difficult. Of 
these the सिद्धान्तसिद्धन्याप्ि$ are comparatively few and simple; 
but the other class comprises those on which Indian schoolmen like 
Raghunatha and Gadadhara have exhausted their whole dialecti- 
cal ingenuity. The class of पूर्वपक्षाब्यासिs comprises in all twenty- 
one definitions, of which five form one group called warearit, 
fourteen another group called चतुर्ददालक्षणी, and the last two are 
independent, having the quaint names सिंहलक्षण and व्याप्रलक्षण 
respectively. The five definitions in पञ्चलक्षणी together with the 
last two, being, like the first of Vi$vanatha noticed above, based 
on the भेद or अभाव of साध्य, do not apply to केवलान्वयि inferences, 
and are accepted only by the school of Gaùgeśa. The fourteen 
definitions comprising चतुर्दरालक्षणी are applicable to all the three 
kinds of inferences, as they are based on the doctrine that things 
might be as well defined by properties they do not possess as by 
those they do. The doctrine was first enunciated by Saundado- 
padhyaya, and is technically known as व्यधिकरणधर्मावछिन्नाभाव- 
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These details are quite sufficient to frighten away an ordinary 
student from the tangled web of dialectic subtlety, named व्याप्ति 
चाद, that has been woven round the broad and quite intelligible 
rule, नियतसाइचर्य व्याप्तिः: Annambhatta has wisely kept clear of all 
this mass of superfluous refinement by contenting himself with a 
simple definition suited to a manual for beginners. 
16. The other kind of व्याप्ति is व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति and is the con- 
verse of the अन्वयव्याप्रि. व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति is 
Anvaya vyàpti and explained by S. C. as व्यतिरेकः साध्याभावद्देत्व- 
Vyatireka-vyapti, भावयोः साहचर्यम्‌ तत्मयोज्या (व्यतिरेकेण ) व्याप्तिः, 
Every अन्वयव्याप्रि has a व्यतिरेकब्याप्ति corres- 
ponding to it, because if व्याप्यव्यापकभाव exists between हेतु and 
साध्य, it must also exist between their negations taken in the 
inverse order. Thus if the proposition यत्र यत्र धूमस्तत्र तत्र वह्निः is 
true, its converse यत्र यत्र वहृयभावस्तत्र तत्र धूमाभावः must also be 
true. The difference between the two is that while in a-qaearfa, 
साध्य is व्यापक and हेतु व्याप्य, in a व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति the हेत्वभाव be- 
comes व्यापक, and साध्याभाव becomes व्याप्य. In other words the 
premise stands as if we are actually inferring धूमाभाव, from वहृय- 
भाव. It is clear therefore that the same proposition यत्र वह्यभाव*« 
स्तत्र धूमाभावः would be व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति if the resulting अनुमिति is 
vdd! वह्निमान्‌, and would be an अन्वयव्याप्ति if the अनुमिति is पवतो 
धूमाभाववान्‌, the हेतु in the latter case being qawaq. Udayana 
accordingly defines व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति as साध्याभावव्यापकी भूताभावप्रतियोगित्वम्‌ , 
which Vi$vanatha puts in simple language “ साध्याभावव्यापकत्व॑ 
हेत्वभावस्य यद्भवेत्‌”. There is much difference of opinion about 
व्यतिरेकव्याप्रि, which will be noticed when we come to the व्यतिरेकि 
अनुमान; but it may be remarked here that according to many 
Indian scholastics, and according to European logicians generally, 
व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति is not a different व्याप्ति but a mere restatement of 
the अन्वय obtained by a sort of conversion of the major premise. 
The process, however, is not simple conversion, but corresponds to 
what Prof. Bain calls Obverted Conversion or Contraposition. The 
predicate in a Universal Affirmative proposition being always more 
extensive than be subject, it requires to the either limited or 
obverted when the proposition is converted. Hence the conversion 
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of an A: proposition always requires two processes, first Obversiori 
and then Conversion. Obyersion is the denial of the predicate, 
while Conversion is the transposition of the subject and the predi- 
‘cate. Thus to give Prof. Bain's own example of the Obvertive 
"Conversion of an A proposition,’ 

j : All X is Y 
gives by Obversion 
ja No X is not-Y 
which by simple Conversion ( of E) is 
zt No not-Y is X. 
r ~ Or 

All men are mortal ; 
‘by Oby.=No men are immortal; 
‘by Conv. च No immortal are men. 


. Now let us put the Nyaya stock-instance into the general 
form All X is Y, and we shall see how the same process gives us 


its व्यतिरेकव्याप्रि :-- 

यो यो धूमवान्‌ स स वहिमान्‌ = All smoking things are fiery; 
By Oby. =Ñ यो धूमवान्‌ 

सस न वहृत्रभाववान्‌ = No smoking things are non-fiery ; 


By Conv. = यो यो वहयभाववान्‌ l = No non-fiery things are 
; ससन धूमवान्‌ 07 धू smoking. 
यो यो वहृयभाववान्‌ सं स धूमाभाववान्‌ O) 

It will be thus seen that a व्यतिरेकव्याप्रि is only a repetition of 
the अन्वयव्याप्रि in another form of language, and consequently no 
change is made in the nature of the proof or in the अनुमिति by its 
‘substitution for the अन्वयव्याप्ति. Sometimes and especially in a 
केवलव्यतिरेकि inference where अन्वयव्याप्ति cannot be had, it is very 
‘useful, and hence it has been recognized as a distinct species. 


- 
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Inference is of two kinds: — One's Own and Another's. Of 
these One’s Own is the source of one’s own inference; since a man 
having himself ascertained by frequent observation the generali- 
zation, wherever there is smoke there is fire as in a kitchen, 
approaches a mountain, and suspecting fire thereon and seeing 
smoke on the mountain, remembers the generalization, wherever 
there is smoke there is fire. Then the knowledge is produced that 
the mountain has smoke accompanied by fire. This is called Consi- 
deration. Thence arises the inference, viz. the knowledge that 
mountain is fiery. This is One's Own inference. When, however, 
after inferring fire from smoke oneself, a five membered syllogism : 
is employed to enlighten another person, it is Another's inference 
e. g. Mountain is fiery, because it smokes; whatever smokes is 
fiery as a kitchen; this is so; hence this is fiery. By this means 
even another man apprehends fire from a sign (so) propounded. 


1. The division of अनुमान into खार्थ and परार्थ, though not 
found in the aphorisms of Gotama and Kanada 

Inference for oneself is considerably old, being first mentioned 
and for another. in Prasastapada's scholium. Etymologically 
स्वार्थ and परार्थं respectively mean what is 

intended for oneself and what is for another (स्वस्य परस्य वा अर्थः 
प्रयोजनं यस्मात्‌ तत्‌); but they can be better named Informal and 
Formal, or primary and secondary respectively. स्वार्थानुमान is use- 
ful for removing one's own doubt, while परार्थानुमान is employed 
when a conviction is sought to be produced in the mind of another. 
परार्थानुमान therefore presupposes and is based upon a स्वार्थानुमान, 
for one man cannot convince another without being first convin- 
ced himself. The distinction between the two is founded on the 
presumption that as in a स्वार्थानुमान we deal with premises imme- 
diately known to us and derived from our own experience, we do 
not require them to be stated with exact formality, while in a 
परार्थानुमान, the premises which are discovered by one man and 
imparted to another through the medium of language are liable to 
be misunderstood or misconstrued, and therefore require to be 
stated with precision. The speaker cannot express himself fully 
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and clearly, or the hearer may be incapable of comprehending his 
meaning, or he may be misled by his own pre-conceived notions, 
or the words used may be ambiguous or incorrect, too general or 
too narrow in sense. There is in fact a greater likelihood of what 
we call fallacies of language being committed and other fallacies 
being disguised in a परार्थ than in a खार्थ अनुमान; and hence the 
condition is laid down in the former that each proposition must be 
stated in a prescribed form. The etymological sense of the two 
words has therefore merged into the later and more intelligible 
distinction between the two kinds of inference, namely, that 
परार्थानुमान is syllogistic or formal, and that स्वार्थ is the opposite of 
it. N. B. defines them as न्यायप्रयोज्यं and न्यायाप्रयोज्यं respectively, 
meaning that न्याय or syllogism is essential to a परार्थ but not to a 
स्वार्थ अनुमान. Similarly Dharmottaracarya, the commentator on 
Nyaya-Bindu, remarks परार्थानुमानं शाब्दात्मकं | स्वार्थानुमानं ठु ज्ञाना- 
wand. Prasastapada also says पञ्चावयवेन वाक्येन स्वनिश्चितार्थप्रति- 
पादनं परार्थानुमानम्‌ .? 

2. Of the two kinds the term अनुमान is properly applicable to 
the स्वार्थ only, for it is the real करण of अनुमिति. Whether we 
take the अनुमितिकरण to be लिङ्गज्ञान, व्याप्तिज्ञान or परामर्शज्ञान, it is 
undoubtedly ज्ञानात्मक as the स्वार्थ is, while परार्थ being दब्दात्मक 
should naturally fall under शाब्दप्रमाण, But परार्थानुमान is included 
under अनुमान for the sake of convenience. The explanation given 
by the author of Nyaya-Bindu is कारणे कार्योपचारात्‌, ‘the word 
अनुमान is used in a secondary sense to denote पराथं which is 
वचनात्मक because the वचन (syllogism) is the cause of conveying 
to the hearers mind लिज्ञज्ञान which is the real अनुमान’. The 
अनुमिति in a परार्थानुमान is the notion पर्वतो afgarq generated in 
the hearer's mind. This notion is not conveyed to him directly by 
words as in शाब्दबोध, but he is made to infer it from a previous 
notion similarly conveyed by the words वहिव्याप्यधूमवान्‌ पर्वतः. 
This latter notion exactly corresponds to the परामर्श in a स्वार्थानु- 
मान, and is likewise a combination of व्याप्ति and पक्षधर्मताज्ञान. 
Hence the definition of अनुमिति, viz. परामशैजन्य ज्ञानम्‌ applies to 
a vicarious (परार्थ ) judgment as much as to an original (स्वार्थ) one. 
n 
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The real करण of this पदार्थानुमिति is then the notion of परामर्श or 
व्याप्ति or लिङ्ग as comprehended by the hearer; but we have no 
knowledge of this notion except through the न्याय or syllogism 
which produced it. Hence the अनुमितिकरणत्व which really belongs 
to the notion in the mind of the listener is attributed to its cause 
the पञ्चावयववाक्य by a sort of लक्षणा or उपचार. Nilakantha there- , 
fore remarks :— यद्यपि परार्थानुमानराव्दस्य परस्य मध्यस्थस्यार्थः प्रयोजनं 
साध्यानुमितिरूपं यस्मादिति व्युत्पत्त्या परसमवेतानुमितिकरणलिङ्गपरामर्शोऽथः | 
अत एव स्वार्थानुमितिपरार्थानुमिखोर्िङ्गपरामशी एव करणमिलाद्यग्रिममूलमपि 
ag संगच्छते । तथापि परार्थानुमानप्रयोजक्रे पञ्चावयववाक्ये परार्थानुमान- 
झाब्दस्यौपचारिकः प्रयोग इति मनसिकृय मूलमवतारयति- Nilakantha 
means that the author is not inconsistent in calling here the पञ्चाव= 
यववाक्य the परार्थानुमान, and again in stating subsequently that 
लिङ्गपरामर्श is the करण of both स्वार्थ and परार्थ अनुमिति, because the 
use of the word परार्थानुमान to denote the syllogism is only secon- 
dary. Except in this one particular, both kinds of inferences agree 
in all respects, and the same rules and conditions apply to both 
equally. The distinction between the two is useful for no other 
purpose than to emphasize the fact that, though in practice the 
syllogistic form, i. e. the परार्थानुमान, absorbs almost all our atten 
tion owing to its being subject to rules of logic, the mental process 
called स्वार्थानुमान, whether original or induced by words in the 
hearer’s mind, constitutes the real inferential operation. Practi- 
cally every mental operation can be clothed in words, while on the 
other hand every syllogism presupposes a mental inference; so 
both are one, or rather they form two parts of the same process of 
inference. Consequently Aristotle takes account of syllogism only, 
ignoring the स्वार्थानुमिति altogether, and the Naiyayikas also have 
done the same. Prof. Max Müller is therefore totally wrong when 
he remarks :--- “ What is called by Annambhatta the conclusion for 
‘oneself, corresponds totidem verbis with the first form of Aristotle’s 
syllogism. What is called the conclusion for others seems more 
irregular on account of its five members, and of the additional 
instances which seem to vitiate the syllogism ".! It appears that 
Prof. Max Miller like many other Western scholars failed to under« 
stand the real significance of the division of स्वार्थ and परार्थ, 


1. Thomson's Laws of Thought, Appendix p. 293. _ 
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3. Annambhatta gives a circumstantial and fairly accurate 
description of the process by which we first infer fire on 
8 smoking mountain, and then communicate our knowledge 
to another in the same order. We first observe smoke on 
the mountain, then suspect that there is fire, and then re- 
member the व्याप्ति; at last joining this व्याप्तिसरण with the 
पक्षधर्मताज्ञान got by actual perception, we obtain the complex 
परामश denoted by वदह्निव्याप्यधूमवान्‌ पर्वतः. This परामश is 
variously called लिङ्परामद or adlafexqaas. S. C. explains 
the former term as «sme लीनमर्थ गमयतीति fed तञ्च धूमादि- 
स्तस्य परामर्शो ज्ञानविशेपः ‘knowledge of लिङ्ग in the peculiar 
‘form defined as a परामर्श.” It is also called तृतीयलिङ्गपरामर्दा 
because it is the last of the three cognitions of smoke that 
‘are requisite for the inference of fire. The first cognition 
is the knowledge of smoke as associated with fire in the 
kitchen room (मद्ानसादो); the second is the perceptive 
-knowledge of smoke on the mountain and the third is 
the complex and derived knowledge of the same smoke as 
‘invariably concomitant with  fire.! This परामश necessarily 
‘gives birth to स्वार्थानुमिति. When this process is put in the 
form of a syllogism for the edification of another it be- 
:comes a परार्थानुमान. 

4. There are, however, other classifications of अनुमान which 

are based on real distinctions. Gotama 

Other divisions divides अनुमान into three kinds :— पूर्ववत्‌, 
107 inference, शेपवत्‌ and सामान्यतो दृष्ट This division 
appears to be the most ancient as well as 

the most generally accepted. पूर्ववत्‌ 15 पूर्व कारणं तद्वत्‌, कारणलिज्ञकमिल्र्थ: 
reasoning from cause to effect,’ as an inference from the appea- 
‘rance of thick clouds that a shower of rain will ensue, because 
clouds are known to cause rain. 3pm is zm: कार्य तद्वत, 
'कार्यलिज्ञंकंि, यथा नदीवृद्धथा वृष्टयलनुमानम्‌, an inference of a past 
shower of rain from the overflow of the river, because the 
latter is known to be the effect of the former. सामान्यतो दृष्ट 
"comprises all other inferences that are neither from cause 
-to effect nor from effect to cause. Vatsyayana adds another 








1 S. C. loc. cit. and T. K. Bom. ed. p. 10-1. 
2 G.S. 1, 1, 5, 
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interpretation of the words, according to which the distin- 
ctive marks of the three varieties differ slightly. Accord- 
ing to this second interpretation, पर्ववत्‌ is an inference from 
a precedent, i. e. an inference of one from the other of 
two things that were formerly observed to be closely asso- 
ciated together. The ordinary inference of fire on the 
mountain from smoke, and in fact all deductions proper are 
of this kind. पतत्‌ is the inference by elimination, i. e. 
the determination of an object to be something because it 
is not any other thing, just as sound is proved to be a 
quality because though a product it is neither substance 
nor action. सामान्यतो दृष्ट is the deduction of the nature of 
an invisible thing from a general law previously known, such 
as the law of causality. Soul for instance is invisible, 
but its existence is proved by the necessity that af and 
other qualities must reside in a substance according to the 
general law that every quality must have a substratum. 
सामान्यतो दृष्ट is thus in one sense opposed to पूर्ववत्‌ , the latter, 
as  Vacaspati remarks, being दृष्टस्वलक्षणसामान्यविषय, while 
the former is अद्ृष्टस्वलक्षणसामान्यविपय.* पूर्ववत्‌ is the inference 
of an object whose peculiar property (स्वलक्षण), which is also 
the common characteristic (सामान्य) of its class such as the 
ała of वह्नि, is previously observed (दृष्ट), while the स्वलक्षण 
of an invisible object inferred by सामान्यतो दृष्ट is never perceived. 
Vacaspati classes these two kinds under one head, वीतानुमान, 
that is, an inference through an affirmative generalization 
( अन्वयव्याप्ति ); while झेषवत्‌ differs from them both in being based 
.on a negative generalization ( व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति ) 


5. Another division of अनुमान is into three kinds, केवला- 
.न्वयि, केवलव्यतिरेकि, and अन्वयव्यतिरेकि, the fundamentum divisionis 
being the affirmative or negative character of the हेतु or 
rather of the व्यापि. A Judgment derived from an अन्वयि wg 
or a व्यतिरेकि हेतु alone is केवलान्वयि or केवलव्यतिरेकि, while one 
to which both kinds of हेतु are applicable is उभय or 
अन्वयव्यतिरेकि. The difference between this classification and the 


1. Vat. on G. S. I, I, 5. 
2, Sankhya-T. K., p. 16. 
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former one is that while the former is based partly on the nature 
of the conclusion or अनुमिति, and partly on the mode of reasoning 
employed, the latter is entirely based on the character of the करण 
or €g. The distinction of अन्वय and व्यतिरेक pertains to the हेतु 
alone and not to the resulting judgment which is the same whether 
derived from an अन्वयि or a व्यतिरेकि wa. Annambhatta there- 
fore very properly treats this last classification as a division of 
लिज्ञ and not that of agam.! The first classification also seems to 
have rather gone out of fashion with the modern school of Naiya- 
. yikas, owing probably to its vagueness and want of a common 
principle of division. The distinction between स्वार्थ and परार्थ 
inferences was probably invented by the Vaisesikas. 

6. Prasastapada sub-divides स्वार्थ अनुमान into ge and सामा- 
न्यतो दृष्ट, the difference between the two being that, in zz the 
inferred thing is exactly of the same kind as its prototype, as 
when we infer a cow from our previous knowledge of cows having 
dew-laps, while in सामान्यतो दृष्ट a property is inferred in a thing 
from its observation in a quite different kind of thing, as causality 
is inferred in dead matter because it is observed in animals.? 
There is probably a confusion of ideas here, for the illustration of 
zz is more like a case of सविकल्पप्रलक्ष or a mere स्मरण than an 
inference proper, while the example of the second is only a 
particular application of the general method of inference as 
described above. 

7. Having noticed the different kinds of अनुमान mentioned 

by Sanskrit writers, it will be useful to 

Induction in the compare these classifications with those of 
Nyaya system. Aristotle and the modern European logi- 
cians. The most obvious defect in the Nyaya 

system and one that has been chiefly dwelt upon by its European 
critics is the non-recognition of anything corresponding to what 
we now call inductive reasoning. The same objection formed the 
gist of Lord Bacon’s indictment against Aristotle and the logic of 
medieval schoolmen ; but a closer study of Aristotle's work has 
now shown that he did not actually ignore induction but attached 





1. See Sect. 48, Notes 3 & 4 p. 287, Infra, 
2. P. B. Ben, ed, p. 205. 
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less importance to it than we are prone to do now. The same 
thing is true of the Nyaya system. Like Aristotle, Naiydyikas 
were aware of the inductive method, but considered it as subser- 
vient to the purposes of deduction which was the अनुमान proper. 
Every deduction is based on a generalization, and this generaliza- 
tion is obtained by an accumulation of particular instances by a 
process known as induction. A Naiyayika would therefore value 
induction only as a means for a proper अनुमान. How then is this 
Induction treated of in the Nyaya system? To get an answer to 
this question we must consider the Naiyayika doctrine as to how 
a व्यापि is obtained. 
8. It will be remembered that व्याप्ति was defined as नियत- 
साहचर्य of हेतु and साध्य; and the exact 
Vyapti. meaning of the phrase was also explained. 
But how are we to make ourselves sure of 
this नियतसाहचर्य 2 What is in fact the means of arriving at, and 
the test of determining this invariability of concomitance? 
Annambhatta supplies the answer to this question in Sec. 45. In 
describing स्वार्थानुमान he says that emis obtained by repeated 
observation of the association of fire with smoke, or in other words 
by the accumulation of numerous instances in which this associa- 
tion is found. But this would certainly not suffice to give us a 
valid व्याप्ति. Observation of a fact, howsoever often repeated, is no 
guarantee against the possibility of the existence of a contrary fact. 
We may observe the association of fire and smoke in ninety-nine 
cases, but we cannot from thence conclude that it must exist in the 
hundredth case also. It is impossible for one man to examine all 
the cases of a particular nature, and our widest generalizations are 
therefore based on a limited number of instances. The possibility 
of a contrary fact, therefore, still remains and the व्याप्ति remains 
‘at best a doubtful hypothesis. To prevent this व्यभिचार, T. D. 
adds that the knowledge of साहचर्यं produces व्याप्ति not by itself, 
"but when combined with the absence of the knowledge of व्यभिचार 
(contradiction). The नियम of area which constitutes व्याप्ति is 
therefore defined as अव्यभिचरितत्व, ‘absence of any contradiction ; " 
_that is, in order to know वपि not only is it necessary to observe 
the association of fire and smoke in numerous instances, but - 
there must not also be a single instance in which smoke is found 
TS. .33 
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dissociated from fire. साहचर्यज्ञान and व्यभिचारज्ञानविरह are there- 
fore the Iwo causes of the knowledge of व्याप्ति, and as such corres- 
pond to the Method of agreement and the Method of difference 
that are employed in Induction. These two are not, however, 
collateral or independent causes of व्याप्ति, but the latter is subser- 
vient to the former, and both constitute one joint cause. The 
process therefore closely resembles Mill’s Joint Method of agree- 
ment and difference.? 


9. Now व्यभिचारज्ञान may be the certainty of a contrary fact 

०7 a mere suspicion, because both are equally 

Contradictory effective in destroying the certainty of व्याप्ति. 
Instances, Again, the व्यभिचारनिश्चय may be well- 

; grounded; or ill-grounded; if the former, 
it is true, and the व्याप्ति is invalid. If it is ill-grounded, or if 
there is only a suspicion of व्यभिचार, it can be dispelled either by 
reasoning or by a sort of intuitive knowledge. Instances of the 
latter are what we call necessary truths, such as the axioms of 
Geometry which are self-evident and require no proof. When 
they are not so, they can be proved to be true by the reductio ad 
absurdum method of reasoning which is called तर्क in Nyaya.? 
Take for example the व्याप्ति, यत्र धूमस्तत्र बह्वः. If this is not true, its 
contradictory, viz. that smoke is sometimes not accompanied by 
fire, must be true. Then in those cases where smoke is found with- 
out fire, it must have for its cause something else. Hence fire is 
not the invariable antecedent of smoke and it cannot therefore be 
its cause, which is inconsistent with our knowledge that fire is the 
cause of smoke. The conclusion being thus absurd, the assumption 
from which it was derived must be wrong; and its contradictory, 
namely the व्याप्ति, must be right. In this way by means of an 
‘assumed hypothesis ( तर्क), which when carried to its legitimate 
conclusion leads (60 कार्यकारणभज्ञ of fire and smoke, we prove the 
invariable concomitance of those two things. The reductio ad 
absurdum reasoning consists in taking for granted an hypothesis 
exactly opposite to the proposition to be proved and then 
drawing from it a conclusion which is evidently false, and 


l. Mill, System of Logic. People’s Ed. p. 259. 
2. See Sec, LXIV Note 3, p. 361 infra. 
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the falsity of which’ vitiates the hypothesis and thus proves its 
contradictory. In this way व्याप्ति too may be said to be indirectly 
obtained by अनुमान. In the particular instance of fire and smoke, 
we can indeed derive the generalization of their invariable con- 
comitance from a still wider generalization, namely the law of 

causality, by the direct syllogistic method, thus :— 

Every effect is invariably associated with its cause; 
Smoke is the effect of fire; 

. Smoke is invariably associated with fire 
But this syllogism is quite different from the त described 
above and is practically useless as it involves an argument in a 
circle. lf smoke is invariably associated with fire, because it is the 
effect of fire, how do we know that it is such an effect? This 
कार्यकारणभाव of smoke and fire can only be deduced from the 
-observed invariable concomitance of. the two, and hence the syllo- 
‘gism is defective as assuming a minor premise that is really deri- 
ved from the conslusion. The emf& therefore must ultimately 

rest on the साहचये with its accessary व्यभिचारज्ञानविरह. 
10. The an by which व्याप्ति 15 obtained finds its analogy in 
i Aristotle’s system where he attempts to 
‘Inductive syllogism, prove that induction is only a variety of 
£ syllogism. The central idea of the syllogism, 
‘as defined by Aristotle, is that of a conclusion following from 
‘given premises by necessary sequence, — an idea, by the way, 
‘which is already implied in the Naiyayika doctrine that TART 
‘is the करण of अनुमिति, To bring induction under syllogism it 
must be shown that the generalization follows as a necessary 
consequence faom the premises, viz. the accumulation of particular 
instances. ‘The proposition for instance that all bile-less animals 
rare long-lived is deduced from particular cases of a horse, an ass, 
tc. Here Aristotle assumes that we have ascertained the attri- 
“bute to belong to all the particulars, and that the inductive in- 
ference consists merely in passing from all of them to the class- 
term, animal. 'The passage from premises to conclusion is here 
necessary, for to grant the premise and yet to deny the conclusion 
involves a contradiction, i. e. the तके of Nyaya. The fallacy of 
this reasoning evidently lies in the deduction per saltum from a 
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few particulars to the whole class. Mr. Grote's criticism on it is 
so just and so pertinent to our subject that the passage is worth 
quoting :— 

* We can never" says Grote ‘' observe all the particulars of a class, 
which is indefinite as to number of particulars and definite only in 
respect of the attributes connected by the class term. We can only 
observe some of the particulars, a greater or smaller proportion. Now 
it is in the transition from these fo totality of particulars that the 
real inductive inference consists; not in the transition from the totality 
to the class-term which denotes totality and connotes its determining 
common attribute. In fact the distinction between the totality of 
particulars and the meaning of class-term is one not commonly attended 
to; though it is worthy of note in an analysis of the intellectual pro- 
cess, and is therefore brought to view by Aristotle. ” 1 

11. This is exactly what is implied in the objection stated in 

T. D. सकळवहिधूमयोरसंनिकर्पात्कथं व्याप्तिग्रह: . 
The Nyāya expedient. The objection shows that the Naiyayikas 

clearly saw the error into which Aristotle 
fell, and they tried to escape from it in a way peculiar to them- 
selves. The difficulty is two-fold. In the first place, there is the 
obvious impossibility of our observing all the particulars denoted 
by the class-term (e. ४. धूम); and secondly, even granting that 
we have ascertained all the cases, how do we arrive at the general 
notion of व्याप्ति, comprising those cases but certainly distinct from 
them? धूमवहिसाहचर्य may be seen to exist in this case, and in 
that, and in a third, and so on; but how do we get the super- 
added knowledge that it exists everywhere? The notion of every- 
where is distinct from and additional to the totality of particular 
cognitions. The expedient by which this two-fold difficulty is 
avoided by the Naiyayikas is very characteristic, and at once 
distinguishes them from Aristotle, who regards induction as a 
mode of syllogism, and also from modern logicians like Mill, who 
regard it as an independent method of reasoning. J. S. Mill 
defines Induction as “that operation of the mind by which we 
infer that what we know to be true in a particular case or cases 
will be true in all cases which resemble the former in certain 
assignable respect." ? Like Deduction Induction too is a process of 


1. Grote's Aristotle, Vol. I. p. 278. 
2. Mill, System of Logic, People's Ed., p. 188. 
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inference, proceeding from the known to the unknown, the un- 
known in its case being the general notion which is derived from 
the known particulars. Naiyayikas, however, will not accept this, 
because they regard Induction not as an inference but as a kind of 
extraordinary perception (प्रत््यासत्ति), T. D. says that although we 
can never actually observe all the cases in which fire is associated 
with smoke, the invariable concomitance obtaining between the 
class fire and the class smoke is known by the अलोकिकरप्रथक्ष called 
सामान्यलक्षणा प्रत्यासत्ति. This kind of extraordinary perception has 
already been explained as the process by which after perceiving an 
individual thing such as a qz, we at once cognize its जाति घटत्व, 
by the.law of association. When two things are closely associated 
together, the perception of one necessarily leads to the immediate 
apprehension of the other. This is not an inference, for there is 
neither aà, nor any g. It isnot also ordinary perception, 
because there is no इन्द्रियसंनिकर्ष with smoke in all the cases. The 
process is therefore something intermediate between perception 
proper and inference proper, quasi-perception, or a quasi- 
inference. प्रद्यासत्ति 1$ thus a kind of immediate inference, and is 
therefore more akin to perception than to अनुमान which is concern- 
ed with mediate truths only. But how is this explanation to be 
reconciled with the preceding statement of T. D. that व्याप्ति is 
proved by तर्क or reductio ad absurdum mode of reasoning? The 
answer is that it is not ब्याप्ति that is known by तके or any other 
syllogistic mode of reasoning, as Aristotle seems to say, but it is 
the व्यभिचारविरह that is so known. व्याप्ति is directly produced by 
साइचर्यज्ञान which is the result of actual perception, while the तकं 
which proves व्यभिचारज्ञानविरह is accessory to it only so far as it 
dispels all doubts, and makes the knowledge of साहचर्य a certainty. 
It is not therefore correct to say that Naiyayikas did not know 
Inductive reasoning. They were quite aware of it and have even 
described it pretty accurately; but they included it under प्रत्यक्ष. 
This is quite clear from KeSava Misra’s statement, तथा च 
सत्युपाध्यभावजनितसंस्कारसहकतेन भूयोदर्शनजनितसंस्कारसहकृतेन साइचर्यग्राहिणा 
प्रत्यक्षणव धूमाग्न्योवरयाप्तिरवधार्यते.. अनुमिति is essentially mediate 
judgment, and cannot therefore include a generalization which is 





1, 7, B., Bom. ed., p. 35, 
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known immediately. Again this generalization has no use of its 
own beyond serving as a basis for a further deduction. Whether 
they were wrong or right in thus excluding Induction from infe- 
rence proper is a different question, and need not occupy us here.” 


12. Other varieties of अनुमान mentioned in a preceding note 

may also find their equivalents in European 

Corresponding logic. पूर्ववत्‌ is deduction proper; while 
varieties in Indian सामान्यतोदृष्ट is either a deduction, or induc- 
and Western logic. tion in the wider sense of the term used by 

: Mill, namely, inference from several parti- 

culars, not to a generality, but to a distinct particular. शषवत्‌ is 
the process of elimination, which closely resembles Plato's method 
of Logical Division. Aristotle regarded Logical Division as only 
a fragment of the syllogistic process; and similarly Naiyayikas 
class शेषवत्‌ under व्यतिरेकि अनुमान... The three-fold division of 
अनुमान into अन्वयि, व्यतिरेकि and उभयि chiefly concerns the हेतु, 
and is sufficiently accounted for by the obversion and conversion 
of propositions.? 


Sect. XLVI. पशञ्चावयवाः . 


The five members are :— 1 Proposition, 2 Reason, 3 Examples, 
4 Application and 5 Conclusion. Mountain is fiery,—this is 
Proposition. Because it has smoke, — this is Reason. Whatever 
smokes etc. — this is Example. This is like it, — this is Appli- 
cation. Hence it is so, — this is Conclusion. 


1. Having distinguished the परार्थानुमान from the स्वाथ in the 
preceding section, the author now goes on to 
The five-membered ` enumerate its five component parts. परार्था- 
syllogism नुमान is technically called a न्याय, which is 

defined as क्रमिकप्रतिज्ञादिसमुदायः ‘collection 

of the five propositions, प्रतिज्ञा etc. in a regular order.’ Gangesa 
defines न्याय more accurately . as - अनुमितिचरमकारणलिङ्गपरामर्शप्रयोजक- 





l. Visvanatha : Gotama-Siitra—Vyitli, 1. 5. - 
2. See Note 16 under Sect. 44, p. 251, Supra. EE : 
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झाब्दज्ञानजनकवाक्यम्‌, ‘a proposition or a series of propositions 
producing the verbal knowledge which gives rise to the परामर्श 
(i. ९. in the hearer’s mind ) which is the last and immediate cause 
of safafa’. In other words न्याय is a series of propositions that 
produce in another’s mind the same kind of पक्षधर्मताज्ञान 85 
has already been produced in the speaker’s mind by his own 
mental reasoning. This fairly corresponds to Aristotle’s notion of 
syllogism which is defined **a speech ( or enunciation) in which 
certain things ( the premises ) being supposed, something different 
from what is supposed ( i. e. the conclusion ), follows of necessity; 
and this solely in virtue of the suppositions themselves ".! Unlike 
Aristotle, however, who gives three premises to the syllogism, the 
Naiyayikas make it consist of five parts or limbs ( अवयव ), namely, 
Assertion (प्रतिज्ञा), Reason (हेतु ), Proposition or Example ( उदा- 
हरण ), Application (उपनय) and Deduction or Conclusion ( निगमन ). 
Assertion is defined as साध्यनिर्देशः ‘the declaration of the साध्य as 
existing on the पक्ष” or साध्यवत्तया पक्षवचनं, as T. D. puts it, 
* speaking of पक्ष as-possessing the साध्य’. Its purpose is to prepare 
the hearer beforehand as to what thing he should expect to be 
proved by the syllogism, and it is therefore analogous to the 
Problema or Questio of the older European logicians. After the 
Assertion is made, one is naturally tempted to ask, whence, or 
why, or what evidence; and their answer to this query is the 
Reason which declares the mark or evidence that proves the 
existence of साध्य on पक्ष, and which is generally but not necessa- 
rily in the ablative case. Every word in the ablative is of course 
not a हेतु, as for instance, in the sentence अयं न दण्डात्‌ | दण्डसंयोग _ 
जन्यद्रब्यत्वात्‌., दण्डात्‌ is not a wg, although the word is in the 
ablative, because it does not declare the ङ. Here it may be 
remarked that the two words हेतु and fes, though often used in- - 
discriminately, slightly differ in meaning, fes being the mark 
such as धूम, while हेतु is the लिज्ञप्रतिपादकवचन ‘the sentence which 
declares that mark’. The लि ‘as expressed in the हेतुवाक्य may 
.besimilar or dissimilar to the साध्य, and thus the हेतु is of two 
kinds अन्वयि and व्यातिरिकि, When the Reason is given, the ques- 
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tion would naturally arise. Why should the fex prove that साध्य, 
or in other words, what connection can there be between the fire 
and the smoke which makes us infer the one from the other? To 
satisfy this query, the third premise दृष्टान्त 01 उदाहरण is employed 
to show the invariable concomitance of fireand smoke. Well, 
says the objector, let there be this invariable concomitance, but 
how is it relevant to the point before us? To show this the व्याप्ति 
is incorporated with प्रतिज्ञा and हेतु and the combination results 
in परामई which is expressed by the fourth sentence, Application 
or उपनय. The last, viz. Conclusion, brings together all these 
several elements into one proposition, and thus enables the hearer 
to comprehend the result at once. निगमन is defined by Gotama as 
the repetition of the प्रतिज्ञा as proved by the हेतु, and Vatsyayana 
explains it as निगम्यन्ते समर्थ्यन्त संवध्यन्ते$नेन प्रतिज्ञाइतूदाहरणोपनया एकत्रेति 
निगमनम्‌. Its purpose, says T. D., is to exclude the possibility of 
any uncertainty or contradiction as to the existence of साध्य, The 
last three will be obviously either positive or negative according 
as the हेतु is अन्वयि or व्यतिरेकि. 
2. The forms of these five premises are also settled by con- 
vention. First there is the Assertion पर्वतो 
The five premises. aam, in which the पक्ष (पर्वत) is the 
subject, and the साध्य is spoken of as its 
property. The Reason is generally in the ablative, but sometimes 
in the instrumental also. The व्याप्ति or Proposition has two forms; 
in one the साध्य and साधन whose concomitance is spoken of are 
used as properties of their common substratum, which is the subject 
in both the principal and the relative sentences, as in यो यो धूमवान्‌ 
स afgarq; while in the other form the substratum is put in the 
locative and the साध्य and साधन are expressed in the nominative 
as in यत्र यत्र धूमस्तत्र तत्र वहिः. Of these the first is preferred as 
agreeing with the form of other premises, although the second 
expresses the =41ff better and more naturally. The उपनयवाक्य 
has of course the q4 for its subject with the साध्यव्याप्यहेतु 95 its 
qualifying attribute, and it is indicated by the general formula 
तथा चायम्‌, अयम्‌ denoting the पक्ष and तथा its qualification. The 
निगमन does not differ in form from the प्रतिज्ञा, but that it is diffe- 
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rent in reality is plainly indicated by the fourmula तस्मात्‌. तथा, in 
which तथा denotes the sense conveyed by the प्रतिज्ञा, and तस्मात्‌ 
sums up the result of the intermediate premises. 


3. The five-membered न्याय as described above considerably 
differs from the tripartite syllogism of Aris- 
The Indian and the totle, but a little consideration will show 
Aristotelian syllogi- that the difference lies more in the form than 
sms compared, in the essence in which the two have been 
shown to agree remarkably. The most 
obvious distinction between the two syllogisms is of course the 
different number of premise, which are five in one and threé in 
the other; and as both give equally valid conclusions, one is 
naturally tempted to conclude that either two premises in the one 
must be superfluous or the other must be defective to that extent. 
As a matter of fact, neither alternative is true. Human mind 
being alike everywhere, it is no wonder that philosophers in the 
East and the West independently followed the same laws of 
thought and adopted the same process of reasoning. But though 
there is no difference in our thinking process, there is much in our 
respective modes of conveying our thoughts to others. Hence is it 
that while the essential requisites of a valid inference are the same 
according to both Gotama and Aristotle, their manner of clothing 
those essentials in the form of premises varies considerably. Aris- 
totle's premises are nothing more than the absolutely necessary 
constituent parts of an inference connected together by the slender 
tie of mere juxtaposition. The limbs of the Naiyayika अनुमान on 
the other hand constitute a fully reasoned out argument whose 
parts follow one after another in their natural sequence. Aristotle's 
premises are as it were a simple enumeration of the several steps 
in a deductive reasoning; the Sanskrit न्याय is a regularly cons- 
tructed debate in miniature. Aristotle’s syllogism only furnishes 
the skeleton, and the reader or hearer fills up the interstices; in 
its Sanskrit counterpart, the speaker himself goes through all the 
steps and the hearer has only to follow him. Thus one is rather 
analytical or demonstrative, the other is expository and rhetorical. 
The न्याय is more useful in discovering the conclusion; Aristotle's 
syllogism is better fitted to test its validity. Each has a different 
TS..34 
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purpose and is: best suited to achieve it. ' In this respect, the 
Sanskrit न्याय is more akin to the rhetorical mode of argumenta- 
tion which was so popular with the Sophists before Aristotle and 
which attained its height in the Socratic method of cross-examina- 
tion and Plato's Dialectics. 
4. A Sanskrit न्याय is in fact nothing but a model dialogue 
7 in which the questions of one party are 
7: The Nyāya. omitted and are to be inferred from the 
te answers given. The five-membered syllogism 
‘is designed to convince a doubting adversary who asks questions 
‘and raises objections at each step, which questions and objections 
are answered by the successive premises. It is in fact an axiom 
with the Naiyayikas that there can be no argumentation without 
-ån ahg, a sort of doubt accompanied by a desire to have it 
‘solved. But how can there be an आकाह्ला in the beginning when 
' :the debate is not yet commenced and neither of the disputants has 
"spoken? This आका is therefore artificially created by the dog- 
‘matic assertion (प्रतिज्ञा) of the proposition that is to be ultimately 
"proved. Gargesa in his  Tattva-Cintàmani expressly says 
7“ कथायामाकाह्लाक्रमेणाभिधानमिति प्रथमं साध्याभिधानं विना (un? इत्याकार- 
:कद्देत्वाद्याकाहमाभावात्‌ प्राथम्येन प्रतिज्ञाप्र्रोगः”, This is the reason why 
the ‘Sanskrit न्याय begins With प्रतिज्ञा and not, like Aristotle’s 
syllogism, with the व्याप्तिवाक्य or major premise; for the व्याप्ति, 
“being an undisputed generalization, will not give rise to any 
"आकाह्ना or doubt, and so the arguments would never proceed. 
"The Sanskrit syllogism seems to be purposely framed so as to keep 
“this arat alive until the conclusion is reached. The five 
«members of the Sanskrit न्याय thus form a series of doubts and 
:answers in a logical sequence, and the परार्थानुमान formed by them 
-is a demonstrative deduction mainly intended for the enlighten- 
«ment of another. 


5. The five-membered argument has been subjected to much 
undeserved criticism, both for and against it. 

`- The five-membered Those seeking brevity and compactness cen- 
- ‘syllogism criticized. sure it as being a rude and clumsy form 
$ : of syllogism, while others prefer it to the 
“Aristotelian syllogism as exhibiting “a more natural mode of 
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reasoning than is compatible with the compressed limits:-of the 
syllogism ”.! Both the praise and the blame, however, are ° only 
partially true. The five-membered Nyaya reflects no doubt more 
accurately the actual method followed in a debate, but. it is for 
that very reason unsuited to be a test of the validity of the reason~ 
ing. The five-membered form is much more loose and affords 
greater facilities for fallacics to creep in undetected than ‘the 
compact Aristotelian syllogism. It does not provide fully. for the 
correct indication of the quantification, qualification and modality 
of each proposition. The distinction between Universals and Parti; 
culars is not observed, while the distinction between Affirmative 
and Negative is only partially recognized in the form of अन्वय and 
व्यतिरेक, Consequently there are no figures and no moods. Aristotle 
starts from the generalization and inquires what conclusion can be 
legitimately deduced from it. He is therefore obliged first to deter- 
mine the exact scope of the proposition that stands as the Major 
premise and so the. most common fallacies, such as the Petitio 
Principii, which generally underlie the major premise, are at once 
excluded. Not so with the Naiyayika who starting with the con- 
clusion as a प्रतिज्ञा and having to find out a व्याप्ति most suited to 
prove it, does not pay much heed to the wording of the उदाद्दरण or 
of any other premise so long as his meaning is intelligibly conveyed. 
‘It would in fact have been impossible to raise upon the five- 
membered Nyaya the splendid superstructure of Deductive Logic 
that Aristotle has constructed on the basis of his syllogism. On the 
other hand'as a controversial weapon, the five-membered syllo- 
gism is far superior to that of Aristotle, since it forces the debate 
.to run in a particular channel, and thus prevents the adversary 
from straying away from the point 


‘6. It is also very well adapted for the exposition of simple 
truths to the uninstructed mind, as it requires no assumption and 
does not tax the brain at all. The best illustration of this is to be 
found in Euclid’s geometrical theorems.  Euclid's method closely 
„resembles the five-membered syllogism. First, there is the hypo- 





1. Sir G. Haughtan’s Prodromus, p. 215, quoted in Ballantyne’s Lecture 
on Nyaya Philosophy. 5 à 
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thesis or enunciation (प्रतिज्ञा) that all the angles of a triangle aré 
equalto two right angles. The three angles together consti- 
tute the पक्ष and the equality to two right angles is the साध्य. 
The particular enunciation and the determination are only a spe- 
cial application of the facts declared in the hypothesis. Strictly 
speaking the particular enunciation is the real प्रतिज्ञा while the 
hypothesis is a further generalization derived from it. Then comes 
the demonstration which first gives reasons (हेतु) and then quotes 
authorities ( उदाहरण), The demonstration ends with a summing 
‘up corresponding to परामई and introduced by ‘Where’; lastly 
comes the conclusion (निगमन) beginning with ‘Therefore’, and 
identical with the enunciation. The whole is then wound up with 
a flourish of trumpets in the shape of a Quod erat demonstrandum 
(Q. E. D.). Euclid employed the dialectical syllogism prevailing 
"before Aristotle, as most suited to his purpose; and a similar one 
'was adopted by the Indian Pandits in instructing their pupils. 


7. - As already noted, the five-membered syllogism, notwith- 
standing the difference of form, is essentially 

“Essential components the same as that adopted by Aristotle and 
of the syllogism. the modern European logicians. In a legiti- 
mate syllogism, says J. S. Mill it is essen- 

‘tial that there should be three and no more than three proposi- 
tions, namely, the conclusion and the two (major and minor.) 
‘premises. It is also essential that there should be three and no 
more than three terms, namely the major and minor terms which 
respectively form the predicate and subject of the conclusion, and 
a third one named the middle term, which acts as a link between 
the two. Similarly there are three and no more than three terms 
in a Sanskrit Nyaya, namely, the साध्य the major term and predi- 
cate of the conclusion, wa the minor term and subject of the 
.conclusion, and fex the middle term, which being cognized as a 
: पक्षधर्म acts as a link to connect the साध्य with the पक्ष, But what 
-about the three and no more than three propositions that form the 
-syllogism? A little examination will show that they too have 
their counterparts in the five members of the Nyaya. The निगमन 
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and प्रतिज्ञा are the same, and so one of them, the प्रतिज्ञा for in- 
stance, may be safely dispensed with. It has also been pointed 
out! that the mental operation corresponding to परामश and 
denoted by उपनय is a repetition or rather a particular application 
of the Kg, and is taken as understood between the minor premise 
and the conclusion in Aristotle's syllogism. Either उपनय or wg 
may therefore be omitted as superfluous. There remain thus three 
propositions only, the हेतु or उपनय which is the minor premise, the 
उदादरण which is the major one, and the निगमन or conclusion. 


8. The component parts of the two syllogisms being the same, 

they can be easily converted into each other, 

Mutual conversion of Simply by transposing the two remaining 

the two syllogisms. premises in the five-membered Nyaya, we 

' get a perfect Aristotelian syllogism in 

Barbara of the First Figure. Take for example the hackneyed 
instance of a smoking mountain :— 


( प्रतिज्ञा )--पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌ | 

( हेतु )-- धूमात्‌ । 

( उदाद्दरण )--यो यो धूमवान्‌ स स ufu यथा मद्दानसः | 
( उपनय ) --- वहिव्याप्यधूमवानयं पर्वतः 

( निगमन )-- तस्माद्दह्विमान्‌ पर्वतः 


Omitting the प्रतिज्ञा, the उपनय and the illustration यथा मद्दानसः 
appended to the उदाहरण, and likewise transposing the two 
premises हेतु and उदाहरण, we get :— 


यो यो yaar स स वह्िमान 
धूमात्‌ = पर्वतस्य धूमवत्त्वात्‌ 
( By dropping the useless ablative ). 


= पर्वतस्य धूमः or पर्वतो धूमवान्‌ > शीळ 
तस्मात्‌ पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌ | 


When translated the premises will ran :— 








1. . See Note 5 pp. 236-7, Supra. 
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Whatever smokes is fiery ; 
: This mountain is a thing that smokes; 
~~ . This mountain is fiery. 
This is evidently a Universal Affirmative in Barbara, corres- 
ponding to 
e All B is A, 
Quis A AM C is B, 
-. AIL C is A. 
Similarly an Aristotelian syllogism in Barbara can be conver- 


‘ted into the Sanskrit Nyaya by the reverse process, namely 
‘transposition of premises and addition of प्रतिज्ञा and उपनय. 
"Thus :— 
t All men are mortal, 
Socrates is à man, 
~. Socrates is mortal. 
Which is the same as, 
Whoever has humanity has mortality, 
Socrates has humanity, 
-. Socrates has mortality. 


Transpose the premises and translate :— 
देवदत्तो मनुष्यत्ववान्‌ ( मनुष्यः ) 
feos c6 - थो यो agaaa (ag: ) स स मत्यैस्ववान्‌ ( मत्यैः) 
m 9e तस्मात्‌ देवदत्तो मत्येत्ववान्‌ (ei) 


Add प्रतिज्ञा and उपनय and put the हेतु in the ablative form, 
and the syllogism becomes a full-fledged Nyaya :— 


देवदत्तो मत्येत्वविशिष्टः ( मत्यैः) । 
मनुष्यत्वविदिष्टत्वात्‌ ( मनुष्यत्वात्‌) । 
यो यो मनुष्यत्वचिशिष्टः (मनुष्यः) स मत्यैत्वविशिष्टः (मत्यः) यथा यज्ञदत्तः 
तथा चायम्‌ । 
तस्मात्तथा । 


We might arrive at the same result by taking only the first 
three members, प्रतिज्ञा, &g and उदाहरण, as the Mimamsakas do, 
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and by ignoring the rest; only that in this case we shall have to 
invert the order of all the three propositions when converting them 
into an English syllogism. The easiest mode of conversion, however, 
is to omit the first two propositions प्रतिज्ञा and हेतु altogether, 
and then take the remaining three in their order, so that the 
उदाद्दरण would be the major premise, उपनय the minor, and निगमन 
the conclusion of the English syllogism. In this way we shall 
-avoid the necessity of transposing the premises, and also remove 
the awkwardness of changing the ablative हेतु into nominative. 


9. As to the Second, Third and Fourth Figures, as well as 

the remaining three Moods of the first 

Reduction. Figure, conversion can be easily effected by 

: first reducing them to Barbara and then 
converting them in the above manner. The last three figures 
being always reducible to the first may be left out of consideration. 
Of the three remaining Moods of the First Figure the two parti- 
cular Moods, Darii and Ferioque are not possible in the Sanskrit 
‘Nyaya, as it does not recognize a particular conclusion. The 
reason why particular conclusions were disregarded by the Naiya- 
yikas appears to be their uselessness. What the Naiyayikas 
"wished to gain from an inference as from all other proofs was 
'प्रमा, right and definite knowledge, for it is this प्रमात्मकज्ञान alone 
that has any scientific value. A particular conclusion is obviously 
a vague and imperfect judgment. The very form of the five- 
membered syllogism points to the impossibility of having a 
‘particular conclusion. A conclusion in Ior O can be had only 
when its subject, that is, the minor term or पक्ष denotes only some 


individuals of a class; but in the Sanskrit syllogism, the पक्ष must: 


-be a definite thing, that is, either an individual object like this 
or that mountain (as is generally the case), or at best the whole 
class denoted by a class-name and looked upon as one object. 
Otherwise there can be no yaaa and there can be no पक्षधर्मता- 
ज्ञान having a particular object like the mountain for its विषय. 
In cases where the साध्य is inferred on a number of things which 
do not however form the whole class, there is really no particular 
conclusion, but there are as many inferences and conclusions, as 
there are things. The minor term being thus always universal, 
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the conclusion must be universal too. The case of Celarent 
(EAE) is more complex but can be explained in the same 
way. Although the Naipayika does not deny the possibility of a 
negative judgment (ज्यतिरेकी अनुमिति), it seems that his conclu- 
sion (Sw) is always affirmative being made by the simple ex- 
pedient of prefixing the negative particle (अ or aq), or adding 
the word swe to the predicate. Thus a Naiyayika will say, 
not शब्दो He ame, but शब्दो$नियोस्ति or शब्दे निलत्वाभावो5स्ति, 
His प्रतिज्ञा and निगमन, which are identical, must always assert 
Something of another thing, even though that something is an 
wu; the निगमन, therefore, cannot be purely negative although 
the व्याप्ति or fa be व्यतिरेकि. Besides purely negative knowledge 
cannot strictly speaking be a प्रमा, because there can be no 
प्रकार in निषेध and the definition तद्वति aama, will be in- 
applicable. Hence Celarent too is not possible in Sanskrit. 
Whenever therefore we have a negative judgment, we have always 
to turn it into an affirmative one by the addition of अभाव or its 
synonym भेद, asis generally done in a केवलव्यतिरेकि अनुमान e. ४. 
पृथिवीतरभेदवती, which simply translated means Earth is not any- 
thing else. It is obvious therefore that there can be only one 
form of syllogism in Sanskrit, namely, the Universal Affirmative 
(Barbara). Even Aristotle has shown that all kinds of syllogism 
can be ultimately reduced to the first two moods of the First 
figure,’ and the distinction between these two is easily removed 
by the above expedient. This explains why the Sanskrit Nyaya, 
though so much limited in its scope, never fails to give a valid 
conclusion under any circumstances. 





10. The five-membered syllogism, though generally popular, 
is not universally accepted even in India. 


Other syllogisms An ancient school of Naiyayikas was not 
accepted by Indian satisfied with the five limbs, but added five 
8ystematists. more, namely, Curiosity ( जिज्ञासा), Doubt 


` (संशय ), Power of the proofs to produce 
:knowledge ( शक्यप्राप्ति), Aim (प्रयोजन) and removal of objections 
( संशयव्युदास ). But they are, says Vatsyayana, only aids to the 


— 
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inference, not members of the syllogism, because the definition 
of an अवयव (न्यायघटकत्व) does not apply to them.! The five- 
membered syllogism thus becomes the type for all Naiyayikas and 
was accepted even by the Vaisesikas. Other systematists, however, 
carried the pruning process still further. The Mimamsakas recog- 
nized three members only, प्रतिज्ञा, wg, and उदाहरण, while another 
* school recognized हेतु, उदाहरण and उपनय, The Vedantins also 
insist on having three members only, but they are not particular 
as to whether the first three or the last three should be taken. 
Thus  Vedanta-paribhasa :—अवयबाश्च त्रय एव प्रतिज्ञाहेतूदाहरणरूपा 
उदाहरणोपनथनिगमनरूपा वा न तु Val अवयवत्रयेणैव व्याप्तिपक्षधर्मयोरुप- 
ददीनसंभवेनाधिकावयवद्गयस्य व्यर्थत्वात्‌. The Bauddhas recognize only 
two, उदाहरण and उपनय. The author of Nyaya-Bindu who was 
a Buddhist likewise mentions two only, प्रतिज्ञा and हेतु, making 
116 दृष्टान्त or व्याप्ति a part of the हेतु. Thus it will be seen that 
the weight of the opinion outside the Nyaya and Vaisesika schools 
inclines towards the acceptance of a three-membered syllogism, 
which is practically identical with that of Aristotle. 
11. Although there is so much difference of opinion as to 
the number of the members of a Nyaya, 
Other names. there is a general agreement about the 
form and the import of the several mem- 
bers; only that the Vaisesikas have a second set of significant 
names for the five members, viz., प्रतिज्ञा ( Promise), अपदेश (sign), 
निददीन (Illustration ), अनुसंधान (Scrutiny) and sara ( Repe- 
tition ). Which of these two sets of the names is the older one 
is not known at present. 
12. The case of one of the five members, viz., उदाहरण or 
व्याप्ति, is somewhat peculiar, and requires 


Why the third further examination, as it is likely to throw 
member is called much light on the history of the five-mem- 
Udaharana. bered syllogism. It must have been noticed 


that while the names of other members are 
significant, there is apparently no reason why the proposition 





Il. Vat. on G. S. I, I. 32. 

2. Vedanta Paribhasa, Calc. ed., p. 17. 
3. V. S. Up., Calc. ed., p. 397. 
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stating the surf should be called उदाहरण or दृष्टान्त, except the 
accident of its containing, as a sort of an appendage, the 
illustration यथा महानसः. It is the first part of the उदाहरण con- 
taining व्याप्ति that is really essential to the syllogism, while the 
illustration is not only unnecessary, but is often omitted. It 
is certainly anomalous that the most important premise in the 


n which in fact the inference chiefly rests, should be 


syllogism, 0 aa 
prive 


reduced to the position of ४ mere दृष्टान्त, and thus be de 
of its essential character, viz., universality. How are we to 
account for this anomaly ? Nay, the presence of the illustration 
in the उदाहरण has been actually made the ground of censure 
against the Indian syllogism by some superficial critics; while 
even those who have defended it offer rather an apology than a 
well-grounded explanation of its existence. Ritter! for instance 
says that two of the five members of Kanada's argument “ are 
manifestly superfluous, while by the introduction of an example 
in the third the universality of the conclusion is vitiated ". The 
conclusion is vitiated because the addition of the example puts 
some sort of limitation on the general proposition and thus takes 
away its universality. The most that Ballantyne could say to 
justify the example was that it is “a matter of rhetorical con- 
venience, designed to bring to the recollection of the hearer 
examples, in regard to which all parties are unanimous, and 
which are such as should constrain him to admit the universality 
of the principle from which the conclusion follows ?.? But this 
explanation is not at all satisfactory. The universal proposition, 
if true and unanimously accepted, does not get any additional 
weight bya stray example, while if it is false or unfounded, the 
citation of a single example only serves to mislead the hearer, 
and is therefore quite out of place in a valid syllogism. The 
ond ee पा mln 
carded by the VaiSesikas त à altogether: at Was :50 dis; 

$ mited the proposition to the mere 


statement of the व्याप्ति, but the general i N 
1 practice of the lyàyi 
has still retained it. FE 








l. Ritter, History of Philosophy, Vol. IV, p. 365. 
2. Ballantyne, Lectures on Nyaya Philosophy, p. 36 
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13. Max Miller starts another theory to explain away 
the difficulty. “But if we inquire more carefully,” says 
he, “we find that the instance in Gotama’s syllogism has 
its own distinct office, not to strengthen or to limit the uni- 
versal proposition, but to indicate, if I may say so, its 
modality. Every Vyapti must of course admit at least one 
instance. These instances may be either positive only, or negative 
only, or both positive and negative. 7 This means that the 
instance is intended to show whether the ब्यप्ि is अन्वयि or 
व्यतिरेकि, The theory is no doubt plausible, and seems to 
have been suggested by the two kinds of instances, सपक्ष- 
दृष्टान्त and fugger, recognized by the Naiyayikas; but it 
neither solves the real difficulty, nor is it absolutely correct. 
As a matter of fact the अन्वय and व्यतिरेक are indicated, 
so far as they can be so indicated, in the व्याप्ति 15९0, and 
not the दृष्टान्त; while the latter takes its own character 
from the व्याप्ति, It is the व्याप्ति which makes a दृष्टान्त either 
अन्वयि 07 व्यतिरेकि, and not vice versa. Take for instance 
the proposition यत्र वह्निर्नास्ति तत्र धूमोऽपि नास्ति यथा महहांद, that 
is to say, यत्र वहृधभावस्तत्र धूमाभावः यथा महाहृद This is a 
व्यतिरेकन्यास्ति, if वहि is the साध्य and धूम the साधन, and 
aaga will be a विपक्षदृष्टान्त. But suppose the साध्य to be 
धूमाभाव and the साधन to be वहयंभाव, that is, we infer not fire 
from smoke but absence of smoke from the absence of fire; then 
the same व्याप्ति will be an अन्वयव्याप्ति and the gerd will be a 
सपक्षदृष्टान्त. Soit is really the साध्य and साधन that first determine 
the modality of the व्याप्ति, and then of the दृष्टान्त. The दृष्टान्त 
will therefore be practically useless for determining the modality 
of the universal proposition, for when we know what sort of दृष्टान्त 
it is, the modality is already determined. Of course the दृष्टान्त 
may often assist us in understanding the scope of the व्याप्ति; but 
the question before us is not whether it may be occasionally useful 
where it is put, but whether it is absolutely necessary. Besides, the 
theory, even supposing it to be correct, does not explain the ano- 
maly how the universal proposition came to be called a mere 
उदाहरण 07 दृष्टान्त. In one sense, however, Max Müller is right, 
probably without being aware of it. We shall presently see how. 


]. Thomson’s Laws of Thought, Appendix, p. 296. 
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14. The real explanation, if a conjecture may be hazarded, 

is rather historical than logical. It is not 

An explanation that the instance was tacked to the universal 
8uggseted, proposition for the purpose of satisfying 
some logical necessity ; but it appears more 

probable that the instance was the original part, and the genera- 
lization itself is a later addition, ‘There seems to have been at 
first only the instance and nothing else in the third member when 
the five members received their designations, and that the portion 
stating the sy was added afterwards when its necessity came 
to be perceived. We can clearly discover traces of the process by 
which this enlargement of the third member was brought about 
if wc examine the various references to it in different works on 
Nyaya, Modern writers ike Annambhatta define उदाहरण as व्याप्ति- 
प्रतिपादकं a, but there is no trace of this व्यातिप्रतिपादकत्व in 
Gotama finition, साध्यसाधम्यांत तद्धमभावो दृष्टान्त उदाद्दरणम्‌ ,? which 
means th the sa instance which possesses an essen- 
tial property of the साच्य by similarity’. This definition obviously 
applies to the ==% 29०२ which possesses the साध्यधर्म वहिमत्त्व, 
and not to the === =. Atthetime of Gotama’s Sutras there- 
fore, the five-membered syllogism seems to have run thus : पवतो 
वहिमान्‌ 1 दृनदत्त्वाद zu नत:। तथा चायम्‌ । तस्मात्तथा। This 
primitive fo gism at once explains two things. First 
it accounts for the third member being called उदाहरण or दृष्टान्त, 
because there is obviously nothing but the instance in it. Secondly, 
it explains why the उपनय which follows उदाहरण began with तथा, 
which seems to have been first used asa correlative of यथा in the 
सदाद्रण, The उदाहरण and the उपनय appear in fact to have 
formed one complex sentence, यथा महनसस्तथाऽयं पर्वतः ( As was 
the kitchen so is this mountain smoking), of which the उदाहरण 
beginning with यथा formed the relative half, and the उपनय be- 
ginning with तथा was the principal part. On some such supposition 
alone can we understand why Gotama defines उपनय aS उदादरणा- 
पेक्षस्तथेत्युपसंदार:.” उदाइरणापेशक्ष, says Vütsyayana, means उदाहरणवश, 
* depending on the उदाहरण, ' depending of course in the sense that 






























1. G. S. I, 1, 96. 
2. G. S. I, I, 38, 
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the correlative sentence तथायं पर्वतः can be properly understood 
only from its relative antecedent यथा महानसः. But this 
does not convey the full idea of उपनय; so it is further called 
an उपसंहार, ‘a summing up’ as it were, i. e. an application of 
the sense conveyed in the उदाहरण to the present case of the 
mountain, which application is of course implied by the word तथा. 
Gotama’s definition of उपनय is however quite unintelligible if 
applied to the syllogism as it stands at present, for the उदाहरण 
which begins with व्याप्ति cannot be the relative antecedent of 
the उपनय, and so there is no word of which तथा might be a 
correlative. 

15. The above hypothesis as to the original form of the syllog- 
ism is not conjectural only; for the skeleton syllogism mentioned 
above is actually found in all the ancient works on Nyaya , which 
rarely mention the व्याप्ति. Dharmakirti, for instance, the author of 
Nyaya-Bindu, gives, as an illustration of a faulty दृष्टान्त, the 
syllogism, अनिल: शब्दः कृतकत्वात्‌ । आकाशवत्‌ १; while in another place 
of the same work he quotes the stock instance thus, यत्र धूमस्तत्र 
वहिः | यथा महानसादौ | अस्ति चेह धूम इति। (p. 109). This was there- 
fore the original five-membered syllogism, but it was soon found 
to be imperfect. There was nothing in it to determine the साध्य- 
नियतत्व of हेतु, that is, to show the invariable concomitance of 
the साध्य with the हेतु. At first the दृष्टान्त itself was made to convey 
this sense, but it was obviously inadequate to serve the purpose, 
and a door was opened to many fallacies arising from imperfect 
generalizations. To guard against this danger the universal proposi- 
tion यत्र यत्र qu: etc. was inserted. If a guess can be hazarded, 
the व्याप्तिवाक्य was possibly at first inserted in the हेतुवाक्य as a 
विशेषण of साध्यव्याप्य हेतु, asis shown in the above quotation from 
Nyaya-Bindu, and later it was transposed to उदाहरण. Being 
thus originally a subordinate adjunct of हेतु, it became later on an 
independent and the chief premise. Before the व्याप्तिवाक्य had come 
into the syllogism, the अन्वय and व्यतिरेक of the हेतु were deter- 
mined by the दृष्टान्त, according as it had similarity (साधर्म्य ) or 
dissimilarity (वैधर्म्य ), with the साध्य; but it was rendered practi- 
cally useless after the व्यापिवाक्य had settled down as a necessary 


1, Ny4ya-Bindu-T ika, Bibl, Inds, Pe 118; 
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part of the syllogism. Max Miüller's theory about the instance 
being indicative of the modality may therefore have been true 
when the दृष्टान्त was the sole member of the उदाहरणवाक्य. The com- 
mentator of Nyaya-Bindu declares in fact the same thing when he 
says, तस्माददृष्टान्तव्यतिरेकेण हेतोरन्वयो व्यतिरेको वा न db दर्शयितुम्‌ , 
* the अन्वय or व्यतिरेक of the हेतु cannot be indicated except by the 
दृष्टान्त .' After the व्याप्ति had become the chief and necessary part of 
the उदाहरण, this function of the gza was naturally shifted to it, 
and the दृष्टान्त gradually sunk to the level of a useless appendage. 
The conservative Naiyayikas have persisted in retaining it, but a 
modern writer Laugaksi Bhaskara in his Nyaya-Siddhanta- 
Maijjari-Prakasa, has the courage to declare दृष्टान्तप्रयोगस्तु सामयिको 
न नियतः, ‘the employment ofthe instance is purely conventional 
and not necessary.’ In this way the दृष्टान्त, which was at first the 
gist of the उदाहरण, came to be positively ignored. 


16. A singular analogy to the Naiyayika उदाहरण is to be 
found in the Argument from Example, noticed by Aristotle, and 
apparently very common before him in Greece. Aristotle gives as 


an illustration :— 

The War of Athens ;against Thebes (war) was mischievous 
( साध्य ); 

Because it was a war against neighbours (हेतु ); 

Just as the war of Thebes against Phokis was (दृष्टान्त ).2 


Both the ancient Sanskrit syllogism and the Greek Argument 
by Example appear to be cases of an inference from particulars to 
particulars which, according to J. S. Mill, was the original and 


true type of an inference.? 





l. Nyaya-Bindu-Tiks, Bibl. Ind., p. 90. 
2. Grote, Aristotle, Vol. I, p. 274. i 
3. Mill, System of Logic. Péople’s Ed., p. 126. 
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Consideration of the sign is alone the cause of both Judgment 
for One’s Own sake and that for Another’s. Hence Consideration 
is the Inference. 


1. परामर्श has already been explained, and it has also been 
shown why it is called लिज्ञपरामर्श or तृतीय- 
The proximate fsan.. Annambhatta purposely uses the 
cause of Anumiti, word लिङ्गपरामर्श, instead of simple परामर्श, in 
order to emphasize his view that the real 
करण of अनुमिति is the लिङ्गपरामर्श and not लिङ्ग merely, as some say, 
and that the name अनुमान is properly applicable to the लिज्ञपरामर्श 
alone. In T. D. he briefly notices the three views that have pre- 
vailed about the real proximate cause of अनुमिति. The अनुमितिकरण 
according to these three schools of opinion, is either लिज्ञज्ञान, 
व्याप्तिज्ञान 07 परामर्श, The first is the view of the Vaisesikas, who 
accordingly name अनुमिति as लेज्ञिकज्ञान, Sankara Misra the 
author of Upaskara sums up this view in the following couplet :— 
अनुमेयेन संबद्ध प्रसिद्धं च तदन्विते । 

तदभावे तु नास्त्येव तछिङ्गमचुमापकस्‌॥* 
“लिङ्ग is the अन्नुमितिकरण, because it is connected with साध्य 
( अनुमेय ) on the पक्ष, is known to exist wherever साध्य exists, and 
is never found where साध्य is absent.’ Sankara Misra argues that 
परामर्श, having no व्यापार after it, cannot be the करण which is 
always व्यापारवत्‌, while if लिङ्ग be the करण, परामर्शं itself becomes 
its व्यापार. This view is summarily rejected by Annambhatta on 
the ground that it leads to the absurdity that even a past ora 
future fez, that is, smoke which was once observed but does not 
now exist on the mountain or smoke which is not yet seen on the 
mountain, would produce the अनुमिति of the present existence of 
fire. If smoke alone is the am of अनुमिति there is no reason 
why the smoke of yesterday or the smoke of to-morrow should 
not produce an inference of a fire existing on the mountain to-day. 


1. Vide Note 3 on Sec. 44, p. 234, Supra. 
2. See Note 3 on Sec. 55, p. 255, Supra. 
3. V. S. Up. Calc. ed., p. 392, 
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Hence the necessity of the condiiton that fsx, in order to be 
effective for अनुमान; must be first observed as a पक्षधर्म, that is, as 
a property of the mountain actually existing at the time of the 
inference. In other words it is the पक्षधर्मताज्ञान, otherwise called 
परामर्श, and not लिङ्गज्ञान merely, that is the real करण of अनुमिति. 

2. But one might ask, why create a new करण of अनुमिति in 
the form of the composite परामर्श which is a mixture of व्याप्तिज्ञान 
and पक्षधर्मताज्ञान, when you can as well look upon the last two 
themselves as severally the ams of अनुमिति? To this Annam- 
bhatta replies that it is simpler to hold the complex परामर्श as the 
one करण of अनुमिति than to recognize two separate करण$ in the 
shape of व्याप्तिस्वृति and पक्षधर्मताज्ञान, Besides we might have 
even agreed to this latter alternative if the परामर्श could have been 
altogether dispensed with; but that is not possible, because परामदी 
is necesrary to account for the cognition which is conveyed by the 
उपनय in 9 परार्थानुमान, and which thereupon produces the अनुमिति 
in the hearer’s mind. If then परामर्श must be recognized as the 
करण of a परार्थानुमिति, why have a separate करण for the स्वार्थानु- 
मिति, when the same can do for both? This reasoning is faultless, 
except that according to those who define करण as व्यापारवदसाधारणं 
कारणं, परामर्श cannot be the करण $ it has no व्यापार coming after 
it. Hence the advocates of this definition of करण, namely, the 
ancient Naiyayikas, propose व्याप्तिशान to be the करण and परामर्श 
to be its व्यापार, while the moderns who deny the necessity of 
व्यापारवत्त्त and define करण as फलायोगव्यवच्छित्न कारणं regard परामर्श 
itself as the करण. Annambhatta seems really to be vacillating 
between these two views, although in the text he has made the 
emphatic declaration लिज्ञपरामर्श एव करणम्‌ , and his vacillation is 
due to his non-preference for either of the two definitions of करण. 
At least there is a glaring inconsistency between this passage and 
the concluding remarks of Sect. 43 where he declares इन्द्रिय to be 
the करण of saa.) Had it not been for those remarks, it could 
have been said with much plausibility that, notwithstanding his 
obvious indecision as to the real definiton of a करण, Annambhatta 
adopted the modern in preference to the ancient view. Probably 
he did so, and the statement about the करण of ser was made 





], See p. 32; and Note 3 thereon p. 224, Supra. 
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simply in deference to the popular convention which from time 
immemorial has regarded इन्द्रिय to be the करण of प्रलक्ष and has 
thereby made the very word करण synonymous With इन्द्रिः. The 
book being intended for beginners, the author appears to have 
avoided all fruitless controversies as much as possible, and hence 
sometimes fell into inconsistencies. 


3. The reading कारणम्‌ in the first part of this section is ob« 
viously wrong, although it is found in all Mss. except two. It is 
probably an emendation of some later copyist, who having noticed 
the inconsistency of this passage with Sect. 41 thought of remov- 
ing it by improving the text. 


Sror. XLVIII, RA. 


Mark or Sign is‘of three kinds: 1 positive and negative, 
2 purely positive, and 3 purely negative. That which pervades 
both positively and negatively is positive-negative, as for instance, 
smokiness when five is to be proved. ‘‘ Where there is smoke, 
there is fire as in a kitchen” is positive concomitance. “ Where 
there is no fire there is no smoke as in a lake”’ is negative concomi- 
tance. Purely positive is that where there is positive concomitance 
only, e. g. pot is namable because it is knowable like cloth. Here 
there is no negative concomitance of namability or knowability as 
all things are knowable and namable. Purely negative is that 
which has a negative concomitance only, e. g . earth differs from 
other things because it has smell; that which does not so differ 
has no smell, as water; this is not like it; and hence it is not 
so. Here there is no positive instance (of a thing) that has 
smell (and yet) differs from others, because the whole earth 
forms the subject. 


1. Having described the typical syllogism, the author now 
proceeds to treat of the mark or ‘middle 

The reason or term’, which determines the character of 
‘mark’. the syllogism and also makes the inference 


valid or invalid. A mark may be true or 
TS...36 
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false, and accordingly a हेतु iseither wea or असद्धेदु, the latter 
being usually termed हेत्वाभास. Before adverting to this distinc- 
tion, it is necessary to tell what a mark in general means, and 
how it usually stands in a syllogism. The author therefore first 
describes the three kinds of लिङ. “ The mark is of three sorts, 
positive and negative, merely positive, and merely negative”. Of 
these the first is in invariable concomitance with the साध्य both 
affirmatively and negatively, as smokiness is with fire. The 
second has the invariable concomitance affirmatively only; and 
the third negatively only. An instance of the second is ‘A jar 
is namable, for it is knowable’, because both the साध्य ‘namabi- 
lity ° and the साधन ‘ knowability ’ being here co-extensive, a nega- 
tive concomitance of theirs, that is, a concomitance of their 
absolute negations is impossible. The properties of namability 
and knowability reside in all things, and so there is no विपक्षदृष्टान्त 
on which the अभाव of साध्य exists, and hence there is no व्यतिरेक- 
'ब्याप्ति. The example of the third kind is ‘ Earth is distinct from 
all other padarthas, because it has odour’. In this case there is a 
'विपक्षदृष्टान्त where there is neither odour nor इतरभेद as in water 
‘or air, but there is no सपक्षदृष्टान्त where both गन्ध and इतरभेद are 
concomitant. In the second case therefore we can have only an 
,अन्वयव्याप्ति, such as यत्र यत्र प्रमेयत्वं तत्राभिधेयत्वं यथा घंटे, but no 
व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति, such as यत्राभिधेयत्वं नास्ति तत्र प्रमेयत्वमपि नास्ति, owing 
to the impossibility of finding a -corresponding gura. In the 
third case we have a व्यतिरेकव्याप्रि, यत्र इतरभेदो नास्ति तत्र गन्धवत्त्व- 
मपि नास्ति, because we have no less than 14 odourless things (the 
8 dravyas besides earth, plus the remaining 6 padarthas), on 
which the इतरभेद (difference of earth from all other things) does 
not exist; but obviously we cannot have any अन्वयब्याप्ति in this 
case, as neither गन्ध nor पृथिवीतरभेद, which is the same as प्रथिवीत्व, 
‘exists anywhere but on प्रथिवी, In the first case, however, we have 
both kinds of व्याप्ति, because we can have both similar and cont- 
rary instances. We can say यत्र यत्र ध्रूमस्तत्र aie: यथा महानसे, as 
well as यत्र वहिर्नास्ति तत्र gAs नास्ति यथा seg. The chief test 
, therefore of discovering to which of these three kinds a mark be- 
longs is to see whether there is any सपक्षदृष्टान्त, that is, an instance 
‘in which the साध्य co-exists with the हेतु, and also a विपक्षदृष्टान्त or 
‘a contrary instance in which साध्याभाव co-exists with हेत्वभाव. If 
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both kinds of instances are available, then the हेतु as well as the 
inference in which it is employed are अन्वयव्यतिरेकि; secondly if 
the first kind of instance alone is found and not the second, they 
are केवलान्वयि; and lastly if the second only is found but not the 
first, they are केवलव्यतिरेकि. 


2. अन्वय is defined by T. D. as the invariable concomitance of 

हेतु and साध्य while व्यतिरेक, literally mean- 

Anvaya and Vya- ing अभाव, is a similar concomitance of their 
tireka, absolute negations. The व्याप्त and व्यापक inter- 
change places in the व्यतिरेकव्याप्रि, that is, the 

अभाव of af which is the व्यापक in the अन्वयव्याप्ति becomes. व्याप्य 
of the अभाव of घूम the original eur. This can be best illustrated 
by three squares drawn with two sides of each coinciding thus :— 








B C 
हक 
z in 
Bs 
El ek 
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Let the largest square A C represent any class larger than af 
such as द्रव्य, the intermediate figure A F represent the sphere of 
q, and the smallest A K represent that of ya. Now it is clear 
that the whole space of धूम is covered by that of q, and so we 
can say यत्र धूमस्तत्र वह्निः The square A K will therefore comprise 
all similar instances such as महानस, यज्ञशाला etc. The gnomon 
EK G will comprise all instances such as तप्तायःपिण्ड where there 
is fire but no smoke, In a contrary inference from वाहि to धूम, the 
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gnomon EK G will correspond to an उपाधि (आर्द्रेन्चनसंयोग ) which 
vitiates a व्याप्ति like यत्र यत्र वहिस्तत्र धूमः. The gnomon B F D 
comprises instances where धूमाभाव is co-existent with वहुयभाव. 
This is the region of विपक्षदृष्टान्त which will justify the व्याप्ति, यत्र 
वह्दयभावस्तत्र धूमाभावः. The figures also show that the square of वह्नि 
being larger than that of धूम, af is व्यापक of धूम. Similarly, the 
gnomon BK D representing धूमाभाव, is larger than the gnomon 
B F D which represents वह्यभाव, and hence धूमाभाव is व्यापक of 
वहृयभाव, the intermediate gnomon EKG again representing the 
उपाधि if the व्याप्ति is reversed. The proper व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति therefore 
IUDS यत्र यत्र IRANANA धूमाभावः, यथा जलहृदे. 


3. T. D. defines a केवलान्वयि लिङ्ग as ‘that the साध्य of which 
is केवलान्वयि '; and a साध्य is केवलान्वयि 
Kevalanvayi. when its अत्यन्ताभाव exists nowhere, that is, 
when the साध्य e. 2. अभिधेयत्व, is coterminous 
with the whole class of existing things. It should also be noticed 
that the केवलान्वयित्व which T. D. defines as अलन्ताभावाप्र तियोगित्व, 
is that pertaining to the «rer, and not that of the हेतु, for the 
total absence of an अलन्ताभाव of the हेतु is not necessary for a 
केवलान्वयि अनुमान. For instance, the syllogism घटोभिधेयः | घटत्वात्‌ । 
is केवलान्वयि, as there is no व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति, यत्राभिधेयत्व॑ नास्ति तत्र 
घटत्वमपि नास्ति; but the xg in it is not अलन्ताभावाप्रतियोगि, since 
घटाभाव exists in many places. The essence of a केवलान्वयि there- 
fore consists in the साध्य being co-existent with all existent things. 
But an objector might say that the illustration in the text is incorr- 
ect, since there are many things in the universe which have no 
names, and which we do not and cannot know, and yet of which 
the अभाव or प्रमेयत्व of अभिघेयत्व can be predicated. But, says 
T. D., the अभिषेयत्व and प्रमेयत्व referred to are not those determ- 
ined by our own limited capacity; they are absolute, and so 
though a thing may be unknown and unnamed to us, it is still the 
object of the omniscience of God. 
4. The case of केवलव्यतिरेकि is rather complicated. Its essence 
consists in the साध्य being coterminous with 
Kevala-vyatirekt. पक्ष, as in the example, प्रथिवी इतरभेदवती | 
गन्धवत्त्वात्‌. Here we cannot have an अन्वय- 
ब्याप्ति, यत्र यत्र गन्धवत्त्वं तत्र प्रथिवीतरभेदः, because everything that 
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has गन्धवत्त्व as well as पृथिवीतरभेद, 7. e. पृथिवीत्व, being included 
in पृथिवी itself, there is no दृष्टान्त apart from the ya. There 
are plenty of instances, however, on which the साध्याभाव, 7. e. 
पृथिवीतरभेदाभाव or पृथिवीतरत्व, is found co-existent with गन्धाभाव. 
Any of the eight substances other than थिवी or any of the rema- 
ining six categories will serve for such a विपक्षदृष्टान्त. 
5. Here T. D. indulges in a little argument which is typical 
of the scholastic subtleties for which Naiya- 
How earth is proved yikas have become so famous. An objector 
distinct from other starts up saying that इतरभेद cannot be pro- ` 
substances. ved by inference on पृथिवी, and he puts 
down a dilemma. The साध्य i.e. इतरभेद is 
either previously known or not; if it is known to exist somewhere 
(elsewhere than earth of course), then the हेतु (गन्ध) either co- 
exists with it or not. Now if the हेतु co-exists with the साध्य in the 
other thing, then that is clearly a सपक्षदृष्टान्त and there is an 
अन्वयव्याप्ति; but if the हेतु co-exists with itin no other thing than 
earth, then it is a peculiar characteristic of the पक्ष, and there can 
be no व्यापि and no inference based on it. On the other hand, if 
the साध्य itself is unknown, then of course there can be no अनुमिति; 
and for this reason : an अनुमिति, such as पवितो वहिमान्‌ , is a विशिष्ट- 
ज्ञान, that is, knowledge of a mountain, not pure and simple, but 
as वह्विविशिष “characterized by fire.’ But there is a maxim that a 
विशिष्ट thing cannot be known without the previous knowledge of 
the विशेषण; for how can we know a दण्डिन्‌ unless we first know 
what a दण्ड is. The knowledge of वहिमत्पवत cannot therefore be 
had without our first having the knowledge of the afg. But by our 
hypothesis the साध्य i. e. इतरभेद, is unknown; and hence there 
can be no अनुमिति like इतरभेदवती पृथिवी. Similarly as the know- 
ledge of an अभाव depends on the knowledge of its प्रतियोगी, the 
इतरभेदाभाव is also unknown, and hence there can be no व्यतिरेकर 
व्याप्ति, यत्र इतरभेदाभावस्तत्र गन्धवत्त्वम्‌ . A केवलव्यतिरिकि syllogism is theres 
fore an impossibility. 
6. The above dilemma is fairly nettling, although our author 
does attempt to give some sort of a reply to 
A passage in Tarka- it in the concluding portion of the comment- 
Dipikà explained. ary. The passage is involved in considerable 
obscurity. As read by all copies except 
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one or rather two, it is quite unintelligible, and is probably 
corrupt; and I have therefore ventured to correct it, on the 
high authority of Nilakantha and the Ms. J, by transferring the 
words नान्वयित्वासाधारण्ये to the preceding sentence, and splitting 
प्रथेक्ाधिकरणप्रसिद्धथा 1110 प्रललेकाधिकरणे sur. Read thus, the gist 
of the reply is briefly this. The साध्य in the inference in question 
is not the cumulative difference of fourteen padarthas (8 substan- 
ces + 6 categories) from earth which being unobserved on any- 
thing other than earth may be unfit to be a साध्य. What is really 
intended to be proved on earth is the simultaneous existence of 
the thirteen mutual negations of those fourteen padarthas. Mutual 
negation exists between two things, and so there are thirteen 
mutual negations, corresponding to the thirteen couples that can 
be formed out of fourteen padarthas, water etc., and residing in 
thirteen things, excluding that of which the negation is spoken of. 
Thus जलभेद resides in the thirteen things, light etc.; and तेजोभेद 
resides in all things excepting light. Thus the thirteen mutual 
negations reside in thirteen things at a time, but on none of four- 
teen things do all of them exist at one and the same time. They do 
however so exist on earth, and in this respect earth is distinguished 
from the fourteen things. Our साध्य therefore here is त्रयोदशत्वाव- 
च्छिन्रभेदस्येकाधिकरणवृत्तित्वम्‌, ‘the simultaneous existence of the 
thirteen mutual negations on one thing’. And as no instance is 
known on which the existence of this साध्य is previously ascertain- 
ed, we cannot know whether the हेतु exists there or not; and hav- 
ing thus no knowledge of the Kg positive or negative, we can nei- 
ther call it अन्वयि, nor असाधारण. Thus the first horn of the objector’s 
dilemma is disposed of. The second, that the साध्य being unknown 
there can be no अनुमिति, is also weak, because we have seen that 
the साध्य which we have taken, namely जलादिभेदकूट, ‘aggregate 
‘of the thirteen mutua] negations of water etc.’, is already known 
'by the previous ascertainment of its thirteen components, the thir- 
teen mutual negations severally. But, the objector rejoins, though 
your thirteen negations may be severally known, their aggregate 
is still unascertained ; how can then the साध्य be called प्रसिद्ध ? 
Well, replies the undaunted Naiyayika. I do not recognize an 
aggregate ( समुदाय ) as a separate thing from its components, and 
my साध्य here is not a fictitious thing like समुदाय, but the several 
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negations themselves, which being ascertained on their respective 
substrata ( प्रथेकाधिकरणे प्रसिद्धया ), may be inferred conjointly on 
earth. Consequently there ought to be no difficulty in obtaining 
a साध्यविशिष्टानुमिति as well as a व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति. The केवलव्यतिरेकि infere- 
nce is therefore quite possible and valid. 


7. We have followed the tedious argument in T. D. simply to 
show into what absurdities the Naiyayikas 
Propriety of ke- have fallen by recognizing a केवलव्यतिरेकि 
vala-vyatireki, अनुमान. The essence of it, as is pointed out 
above, is that the साध्य is co-terminous with 
पक्ष, The साध्य cannot therefore be anything but a peculiar charact- 
eristic of पक. Now how can the peculiarity of a thing be known 
except by actual observation? The syllogism is quite incapable of 
discovering it. The conclusion in an inference is a particular deduc- 
tion from the general proposition, and, being already contained in 
it, it is not a new piece of knowledge. But an असाधारणधर्म is ex 
hypothese a new fact and capable of being known only by obser- 
vation or by induction. This is the gist of the dilemma stated 
above while the answer given by T. D. is most unsatisfactory. 


8. Why then did the Naiyayikas at all recognize व्यतिरेकि 
अनुमान which involved them in so much absurdity? Two reasons 
might be suggested for this; one is historical while the other is 
purely dialectical. The three-fold division of fex and अनुमान is 
comparatively modern, but it is derived from Gotama’s division of 
हेतु into साधर्म्येण and वैधर्म्येण. The two kinds of हेतु made the sqt- 
हरण, उपनय and निगमन also twofold; and thus the whole syllogism 
changed its character according as the हेतु was through similarity or 
dissimilarity. The साधर्म्य or वेधर्म्य referred to was that of दृष्टान्त, 
and thus the दृष्टान्त was as it were the key to the whole syllogism. 
When the दृष्टान्त was enlarged by the addition of the व्याप्तिवाक्‍्य, 
and thereby itself sank into insignificance, the व्याप्ति became the 
means of determining the character of the हेतु and the अनुमान as 
regards their साधर्म्य and वधर्म्य, or to use their modern equivalents, 
अन्वयित्व and व्यतिरेकित्व, So long as the distinction was confined to 
व्याप्ति, there was nothing absurd or unintelligible about the doctr- 
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ine; but the modern school of Naiyayikas in their zeal to carry 
each and every doctrine of the ancients to its ultimate result, disco- 
vered three ways in which the two kinds of व्याप्ति might be used 
in a syllogism, namely, either each alone by itself, or both options 
ally. In this way the mark (लिक) became three-fold, according as 
it was followed by a व्याप्ति that was purely अन्वयि, or purely व्यतिरेकि, 
or both alternatively. Hence modern writers like Annambhatta 
define a लिङ्ग as one having an अन्वयव्याप्रि 07 व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति or both. 
As most inferences have both kinds of व्याप्ति, the class of अन्वय- 
व्यतिरेकि fes is the largest and also the most general one, while the 
other two are exceptional cases which are classed apart because 
they cannot be included in the general category. 


9. In one sense both the केवलान्वयि and केवलव्यतिरेकि may be 
said to be defective syllogisms, as lacking 

Objections, one or more characteristics that are requisite 
for a sound deduction. Properly speaking, a 

deduction ought to be the inference of a particular or a less gene- 
ral proposition from a wider one; but in a केवलान्वयि the araf- 
शिष्टानुमिति is not only no particular case included in the व्याप्ति, but 
the साध्य is actually co-terminous with the widest generality, name- 
ly, Existence (सत्ता). Similarly in a केवलव्यतिरेकि, the साध्य being 
co-terminous with the पक्ष, there is no middle term between the two, 
or, if there happens to be one, it is co-extensive, with पक्ष and «rer 
(as in the example given in the text). The three terms being co- 
extensive, all the premises become equally wide and practically 
tautologous. The Naiyayikas themselves seem to have been half 
conscious of the precarious case of the केवलव्यतिरेकि, for the reply 
they give to a strong objection, sometimes advanced against it, is 
anything but convincing. The objection is directed against व्यतिरेक- 
व्याप्ति itself. अनुमिति is the result of waa, and परामर्श is व्याप्तिः 
विशिष्टपक्षधर्मताज्ञान, that is साध्यव्याप्यलिङ्गज्ञान which can arise only 
when the साध्यव्याप्यत्व is known to reside in लिङ्ग. Now in a af- 
रेकव्याप्ति, the साध्याभाव is the व्याप्य of erum, and hence the 
व्याप्यत्व 07 sarè resides in साध्याभाव. But how can a व्याप्ति, resid- 
ing in one thing, namely साध्याभाव, be the विशेषण of a quite diffe- 
rent thing, namely साधन or Tes, and thus produce the व्याप्तिवि- 
शिष्टपक्षषमंताजञान The Naiyayikas try to meet this difficulty by 
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making व्याप्तिविशिष्टच a property not of पक्षधर्म but of पक्षधर्मता- 
ज्ञान. The force of the objection is not however thereby much less- 
ened. The difficulty in short is, how can we infer fire from smoke 
from the invariable concomitance of their negations? Or to make 
it still more clear, if a व्यतिरेकानुमान be put in the English Celarent 
(EAE), of which the major premise, 7. e. व्यतिरेकव्यापि is negative, 
the conclusion also must be negative, while in the Sanskrit Nyaya, 
we derive a positive conclusion (परवतो वह्निमान्‌) from a negative 
major premise. This is absurd. The reply of the Naiyayikas is that 
though the व्याप्ति may reside in साध्याभाव the साधन is still known as 
the प्रतियोगि of ‘its अभाव which is व्यापक; and that sort of knowledge 
of the साधन being an accessory suffices to produce the requisite 
परामदी- Hence S. C. says साध्याभावव्यापकीभूताभावप्रतियोगित्वेन साधनत्व 
पक्षवृत्तित्त्वज्ञानं सहकारि. But this is a lame explanation after all. 


10. The true reason for recognizing a व्यतिरेकि अनुमान seems 
to have been to avoid the necessity of 
The use of Kevala- having a fifth proof called अर्थापत्ति ( Pre- 
vyatireki. sumption ). The instances which the M imam- 
sakas give of अर्थापत्ति are all included by 
Naiyayikas in their केवलव्यतिरिकि अनुमान, {The analogous reason- 
ing from तर्क or Reductio ad absurdum would also come under the 
same head, and in fact all conclusions that cannot be proved 
directly (९. g. जीवत्‌ शरीरं सात्मक॑ प्राणादिमत्त्वात्‌ ) will be proved by 
the Naiyayikas by केवलव्यतिरेकि. Those of course who, like the 
` Mimàmsakas and the Vedantins, accept अर्थापत्ति as proof, dispense 
with not only the केवलान्वयि and केवलव्यतिरेकि but the whole व्यतिरेकि 
अनुमान altogether. The strictures passed by the Vedanta-Paribhasa 
upon the Nyàya doctrine of व्यतिरेकि inference are instructive and 
deserve to be quoted in full:— तच्चानुमानमन्वयिरूपमेकमेव न तु केवला- 
न्वयि सर्वस्यापि धर्मस्यासमन्मते ( अद्वैतमते ) ब्रह्मनिष्ठालन्ताभावप्रतियोगित्वेना- 
सन्ताभावाप्रतियोगिसाध्यकत्वरूपकेवलान्वयित्वस्यासिद्धेः । नाप्यनुमानस्य व्यति- 
रेकिरूपत्वं साध्याभावे साधनाभावनिरूपितब्याप्षिज्ञानस्य साधनेन साध्यानुमितावनुप- 
योगात्‌ । कर्थं तर्हि धूमा दावन्वयन्याप्तिमविदुषोऽपि व्यतिरेकम्यासिज्ञानादनुमितिः । 
अर्थापत्तिप्रमाणादिति वक्ष्यामः ॥ ˆ 


—— 








1. Vide Note p. 243, Supra. 2. Ved. Par. Calc. ed. p. 14. 
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SECTIONS IL, L, LI. पक्षः सपक्षो ANAA. 


A subject is one where the thing to be proved is doubted as 
mountain when smokiness is the reason. 


A similar instance is one where the thing to be proved is 
ascertained, as kitchen in the same case. 


A contrary instance is that where the absence of the thing 
to be proved is ascertained, as a lake in the same case. 


1. In these three short sections, Annambhatta defines three 
terms which constantly occur in connection 

Paksa, Sapaksa with the syllogism. “A wa place or subject, 
and Vipaksa. is that on which the existence of the thing 
to be ascertained is doubtful, as the moun- 

tain in an inference of fire from smoke. A aya or similar in- 
stance is that on which the existence of the thing to be ascertained 
is already known, as the culinary hearth in the same inference. 
A विपक्ष or contrary instance is that on which the negation of the 
thing to be ascertained is definitely known, as a great lake in the 
same inference”. Annambhatta has given the simplest definitions 
of the terms, probably copied by him from Gargega’s Tattva- 
Cintàmani, while most of the others such as that of N. B. are 
merely variations of it. The ava and विपक्ष of the later Naiya- 
yikas of course correspond respectively to the instances by simila- 


rity and dissimilarity mentioned by Gotama, and are employed to . 


illustrate अन्वयव्याप्ति and व्यतिरेकव्यापि respectively. 
2. The definition of पक्ष is, however, open to an objection. It 
is prima facie incorrect because it does not 
An objection, apply to cases where we infer a thing, even 
though it may have been previously ascer- 
tained by other proofs such as Perception or Word. We have for 
instance the injunction of the Sruti, आत्मा वा अरे द्रष्टव्व: श्रोतव्यो 
मन्तव्यो निदिध्यासितव्यः 7 in which आत्मा is first directed to be heard 
and then reflected, and then contemplated upon. श्रवण is acquiring 
the knowledge of the Soul from the Vedas, while मनन compre- 








1, Brhad. Ar. Up. IV. 5. 6. 


SECT. LI. ] ^ v ‘Notes 291 


hends reasoning or inference. But how can inference work if 
the Soul is already ascertained by श्रवण, and is therefore no longer 
संदिग्ध? And yet the injunction being that of infallible Sruti 
cannot be groundless. It is not necessary therefore that the पक्ष in 
an inference should be संदिग्ध. Besides even in ordinary life we 
often practise inference, although the साध्य is actually observed 
or otherwise ascertained, as when we wish to corroborate our 
observation of fire on the mountain by the additional evidence of 
an inference, The definition of पक्ष is therefore inaccurate. The 
author's reply to this objection is not quite clear. -The true defi- 
nition of qa, says T. D., is “a thing which is the substratum of 
the पक्षता as already defined, viz, सिपाधयिपाविरहसहकृत सिद्धय भाव: ??.? 
That is quite true, but does the author thereby admit that the 
definition of पक्ष given here is wrong? And if so, why did he 
insertit at all? The difficulty will, however, be removed by 
taking the word संदिग्ध in the sense of, not doubtful absolutely, 
but doubtful for the time being, or doubtful in the precise way 
in which an inference ascertains the साध्य. The आत्मा for instance 
might have been known from Sruti, but mere verbal knowledge 
of a thing is not sufficient to dispel all doubts and questionings 
which often obstruct the free working of the intellect. Arguments 
.of both साधक and वाधक kinds are needed to remove these doubts 
and make our knowledge absolutely certain. Similarly though 
fire may have been actually observed, our senses often mislead 
us, and there is no positive certainty until independent reasoning 
corroborates the evidence of our senses. In this sense of course the 
साध्य is still doubtful, even though it has been previously known. 
३, It is rather strange that Annambhatta, after having des- 
: cribed the general nature of a mark did 
" Whatisagoodhetw. not, before proceeding to the हेत्वाभास or 
f invalid reasons, mention the distinctive 
characteristics of valid marks. The desideratum, however, has been 
‘supplied by the writers of other manuals, such as Tarka-Kaumudi 
and Tarkamrta. These essentials of agg are five, and are thus 
described in T. K.:— त्रयाणां मध्ये योडन्वयव्यतिरेक्रि स॒ पञ्चरूपोपपन्न एव 
स्वसाध्यं साधयति | तानि पञ्च रूपाणि पक्षधर्मत्वम्‌, aa सत्त्वम्‌, विपक्षा- 


* 








1. Vide Note 6 under Sect. 44, p. 240, supra, 
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दथावृत्तिः, अबाधितविषयत्वम्‌ , असत्रतिपक्षत्व॑ Cfr! The five requisites 
of a good हेतु are:— (1) existence on the पक्ष, of course at the 
time of making the inference; (2) existence on सपक्ष दृष्टान्त; 
(3) non-existence on the विपक्ष ; (4) non-contradiction of the 
subject matter by another stronger proof; and (5) absence of a 
counterbalancing reason on the other side, proving the negation 
of साध्य. The first three conditions are obviously deducible from 
what has been already said about the nature of the पक्ष, सपक्ष and 
विपक्ष. The latter two belong to the matter rather than to the 
form of the inference. These five requisites are necessarily present 
inan अन्वयव्यतिरेकि wg; but the other two, केवलान्वयि and केवल- 
व्यतिरेकि. being exceptional, are by their very nature wanting in 
one requisite each, and therefore pass on with four only. The 
केवलान्वयि cannot have विपक्षव्याद्वृत्ति because there is no विपक्ष in 
its case; while a केवळः्यतिरेकि cannot have सपक्षसत्त्व owing to the 
absence of सपक itself. With these two exceptions, the requisites 
are essential to all inferences, and the absence of any one of them 
gives rise to the several fallacies. Thus the want of पक्षधर्मत्व 
produces आश्रयासिद्ध and स्वरूपासिद्ध; that of सपक्षसत्त्व, असाधारण- 
सव्यभिचार and अनुपसंहारि; that of विपक्षासत्त्व, व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, विरुद्ध 
and साधारण-सव्यभिचार ; and the absence of the last two gives rise 
to बाधित and सत्प्रतिपक्ष respectively. This will be fully under- 
stood when the nature of the several fallacies has been explained. 


4. The author of Nyaya-Bindu mentions only the first three 

as the requisites of a good हेतु, omitting the 

Another view. last two, perhaps because they pertain more 

to the matter than to the form of the &g, 

and involve what are called material fallacies. He describes this 

त्रिरूपहेतु thus:— “ त्रैरूप्यं पुनलिज्ञस्थानुमये (i. ८. पक्षे) सत्त्वमेव । सपक्ष एव 

सत्त्वम्‌ | असपक्षे चासत्त्वमेव निश्चितस्‌ 12 The Vaisesikas too would seem 

to recognize a त्रिरूपहेतु. The whole Nyaya theory of valid reasons 

and the five kinds of fallacies is as a matter of fact deduced from 
three-fold character of the हेतु. 


1. T. K., Bom. ed. p. 12 
2. V. S. Up., Calc. ed. p. 160. 
3. Ny4va-Bindu Tika, Bib. In. p. 104. 
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Secor. LII. हेत्वाभासाः. 


There are five fallacies, viz :—1 Discrepancy, 2 Contradiction, 
3 Ambiguity, 4 Futility and 5 Falsity. 


1. The next six sections deal with the five groups of fallacies, 

an accurate knowledge of which is necessary 

Fallacies. to ensure sound reasoning. It is often as nec- 
essary to know what we are to avoid as to 

know what we are to accept, and hence a treatise on Logic can 
never be complete without a description of the various fallacies to 
which an inference is liable. The word हेत्वाभाव is capable of two 
derivations and two meanings. It means a fallacious reason, ( दुष्टो 
हेतुः ), if dissolved either as हेतुवदाभासते ‘that which looks like a 
wg but is not हेतु ” oras हेतोराभासः asa: ‘that which resembles a 
xg: ° if dissolved as देतो: Fat वाभासः the word would mean a fallacy 
(हेतुदोषः ), i.e. the error which underlies the apparent हेतु and 
makes it invalid. The difference between the two meanings is im- 
portant, because it must be noted that the five-fold division of falla- 
cies is really based on the different kinds of &gatq and not on 
those of geg. The reason of this distinction is that a single हेतु 
may often be vitiated by two or more errors occurring at once, 
each of which would fall under one or other of the five classes; 
but their combination will not make a separate kind of हेत्वाभास. 
Such a kg might in fact be classed under as many heads as there 
are fallacies involved in it. Thus if we take the syllogism, वयुर्गन्ध= 
वान्‌ स्नेहात्‌ । the हेतु स्नेह will be found to fall under all the five 
heads of हेत्वाभास. Similarly in ye: àsa कुड्यत्वात्‌ the हेतु 
wera has fallacies of all kinds. In हृदो वहिमान्‌ yard, the हेतु 
is of three kinds: बाधित, सत्प्रतिपक्ष and स्वरूपासिद्ध ; while in पवतो 
धूमवान्‌ वहेः, the हेतु would be both साधारणसव्यभिचार and व्याप्य- 
त्वासिद्धः If the division had been applied to zgwg instead of 
हेतुदोष, how could these mixtures of several fallacies have been 
classed? They can neither be put under one only of the possible 
heads, nor form an independent class. Hence Naiyayikas have 
adopted the better plan of classifying all the fallacies or errors 
that are possible in a हेतु, and then denominating a हेतु which 
possessed one or more of them as fallacious in so many ways. The 
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author of Didhiti remarks to the same effect: * एकस्येव स्नेहस्य 
अनेकान्तिकः, ` विरुद्ध इत्यादिपञ्चत्वत्यवहारः कथम्‌? इत्याशङ्कायामुत्त- 
Te उपाधेयसंकरेप्युपाध्यसंकरः' इति न्यायाद्दोषगतसंख्यामादाय दुष्टहेतौ 
पञ्चत्वादिसंख्याव्यवदारः ; that is, ‘the fallacious reasons are divided 
into five classes not because only five varieties of them are possible, 
but because the errors which underlie them are of so many kinds. ° 
The correct method for a Nyaya writer would therefore be to 
classify and define the five €gztas or fallacies and then to define 
a geeg as one that is infected with one or more of them, 


2. Annambhatta has avoided the difficulty by simply enum- 
erating in the text only. the five kinds of ggugs without defining 
हेत्वाभास ( दुष्टददतु ) in general and then adding the definition of a 
हेतुदोष as added in T. D. The remark of Nilakantha shows that 
the word हेत्वाभास is used by the author in two different senses in 
the text and in the commentary. Inthe text it means a gv, 
since the five class-names given are names of the Kgs while the 
definition in T. D. is that usually given of a हेतुदोप. The five 
errors in a हेतु corresponding to the five guvxgs mentioned in the 
text are given by N. B. as व्यभिचार ( discrepancy ), विरोध ( con- 
trariety ), प्रतिपक्ष ( counter-balance), असिद्धि ( inconclusiveness ) 
and ara (absurdity ). The five apparent reasons which derive 
their names from these errors are respectively called सव्यभिचार 
( discrepant, or inconsistent), विरुद्ध ( contrary ), सत्प्रतिपक्ष ( counter- 
‘balanced ), असिद्ध (inconclusive ) and बाधित ( absurd or futile ). 


3. T. D. defines a gam as अनुमितिप्रतिवन्धक्रयथार्थज्ञानविपयः, 
*that which is the subject ofa right know- 

Errors or defects ledge which prevents a judgment.’ The 
of reason. errors named above prevent a conclusion that 
j would otherwise follow from the reason given. 
Thus in the syllogism gat वाहिमान्‌ धूमात्‌ the judgment that the 
lake is fiery would follow in due course, if it were not for our 
certain knowledge that there is no smoke on the lake. This know- 
ledge becomes therefore अनुमितिप्रतिवन्यक and the subject of that 
knowledge, namely’ the absence of smoke on the lake, becomes a 
gait, But why say यथार्थज्ञान ? The word यथार्थ is used to 
prevent an erroneous knowledge of a àq from obstructing even a 


b 
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valid अनुमिति. - As for example, our familiar syllogism पर्वतो वहि- ` 
मान्‌ धूमात्‌ may be opposed by an erroneous perception that there 
is no fire on the mountain. The वङत्रभावप्रक्ष, however, being only, 
a भ्रम ought not to make the हेतु in पर्वतो वहिमान्‌ बाधित etc. ; and 
hence the restriction that the knowledge of ara or any other हेतुदोष 
must itself be right knowledge, and not a भ्रम merely 

4. The definition, however, is imperfect in another’ way, be- 
cause it does not cover those gziws, such as व्यभिचार, विरोध, 
साधनाप्रसिद्धि and स्वरूपासिद्धि, which do not prevent an अनुमिति 
directly but only indirectly, by preventing व्याप्तिज्ञान or हेतुज्ञान or 
परामर्श, and are thus अन्यथासिद्ध themselves so far as अनुमितिप्रति- 
बन्ध is concerned. Nilakantha therefore remarks, तत्रानुमितिपदम- 
जळहछक्षणयानुमितितत्करणान्यतरपरम्‌ । तेन व्यमिचारादिज्ञानस्य परामर्शप्रतिं- 
बन्धकतयैव निर्वाहादनुमियप्रतिवन्धकत्वेऽपि व्यभिचारादिषु नाव्याप्तिः- The word 
अनुमिति in the definition is to be enlarged so as to include अनुमिति- 
करण that is परामरी, व्याप्तिज्ञान or लिङ्गज्ञान, whatever it may be. In 
this way व्यभिचार and other zius which directly affect the अनुमितिकरण 
only but not the अनुमिति, will be included in the definition. The 
same result might be obtained, says the author of the Didhiti, by 
taking अनुमिति to mean not a simple judgment पर्वतो वहिमान्‌ , but 
विशिष्टानुमिति, as वह्निव्याप्यधूमवान्‌ पवतों afearq. Other writers like T. 
K. avoid the difficulty by actually introducing the word तत्करण 
after अनुमिति in the definition. 


5. After knowing what a हतुदोष is, it is easy to define a 
gees as निरुक्तदोपवान्‌ Another definition 
Erroneous reasons of a gg&g given by T. B. and Satikara 
or fallacies. Misra is यस्य हेतोर्यावन्ति रूपाणि गमकतौपयि- 
i कानि तदन्यतररूपहीन: , “ wanting in any of 
the five or four requisites of a good हेतु °. This latter definition 
is simpler as well as more scientific, because it takes away. the 
necessity of recognizing so many हेतुदोषs, all of which can in 
fact be reduced to the absence of one or more of the five 
requisites of a Wag 


6. Although all writers are practically agreed as to the defi- 
nition of a हेत्वाभास, there is no such unanimity about its number, 








l. V. S. Up., Calc. ed., p. 159. 
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e of views is between the Naiyayikas, who 


The chief divergenc 
lacious reasons men- 


on the authority of Gotama recognize five fal 
tioned by Annambhatta, and the Vaisesikas, who following 
Kanāda accept only three, namely, सब्यभिचार, विरुद्ध and ea. 
The divergence is not, however, radical, for the last two, सत्मतिपक्ष 
and बाधित, which Gotama enumerates separately, are included 
by Vaisesikas either under आश्रयासिद्ध or under सव्यमिचार 0 
अनैकान्तिक as it is often called.! Again the names of the several 
हेत्वाभास$ are not the same in all books. Gotama names the five 
as सव्यभिचार, विरुद्ध, प्रकरणसम, साध्यसम and अतीतकाल. Of these 
the first two are identical with those given by Annambhatta. 
प्रकरणसम is defined as that which leaves the conclusion doubtful, 
owing to the opposition of an equally strong argument on the other 
side, and is therefore the same as our सत्प्रतिपक्ष. A साध्यसम हेतु 
is that which is as doubtful as the साध्य, and which is therefore 
असिद्ध. कालातीत corresponds to our वाधिव. —Kapada's aphorism* 
is a little obscure, but his doctrine is unmistakably summed up in 
the verse of an unknown writer, quoted by Prasastapada, विरुद्धा- 
सिद्धसंदिग्धमलिङ्गै masada ‘ Kasyapa or Kanada declared 
three false reasons, विरुद्ध, असिद्ध and संदिग्ध. ' Of these विरुद्ध and 
असिद्ध are the same as ours, while संदिग्ध corresponds to सव्यभिचार 
or अनैकान्तिक. A fourth one named अनध्यवसित is also added by 
some writers, but it is, says Sankara Misra, identical with अनुप- 
संहारि and therefore comes under अनैकान्तिक. Buddhists, like the 
author of Nyaya-Bindu, adopt the enumeration and terminology 
of Kanada. The sub-divisions of सव्यभिचार and असिद्ध appear to 
be the work of modern writers. 


7. It is obvious that the difference between Gotama and 
Kanada mainly lies in the recognition of 

Formal and Maie- qang and बाधित. These together form 
rial fallacies, a separate group of material fallacies, 
as distinguished from the other three, which 

may for convenience be called formal fallacies, Many European: 
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logicians regard material fallacies as being out of the province of 
logic, and a similar reason may have prompted Kanada to exclude 
सत्रतिपक्ष and वाधित from his list of हेखाभास$. The exclusion of 
` असत्रतिपक्षत्र and अवाधितत्व (which correspond to the two हेत्वाभास$ 
सत्मतिपक्ष and वाधित ) by some writers from among the five requi- 
sites of a good हेतु may be accounted for on the same ground. It 
must however be stated, to prevent any misunderstanding, that 
there is in Indian Logic no such clearly marked division of formal 
and material fallacies as was laid down by Aristotle under the two 
names of fallacia in dictione, and fallacia extra dictionem. It 
will be found later on that some varieties of अनैकान्तिक and afte, 
when reduced to an English syllogism, disclose material fallacies, 
while others are formal fallacies. The fact is that the peculiar 
form of Sanskrit syllogism did not permit a clear demarcation of 
formal from material fallacies, nor are the two so separated in 
practice. Most of the so-called formal fallacies involve material 
misconception or overstatements, while almost all the material 
fallacies can be avoided by a strict adherence to the syllogistic 
form. The distinction is purely artificial, and has not been - 
observed by the Naiyayikas 


TS..38 
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Secr. LIII, सव्यमिचारः. 

' The discrepant reason is one that co-exists partially. It is 
three-fold, over wide, peculiar and non-exclusive. One that co-exists 
with negation of the thing to be proved is over-wide; e. g; 
mountain is fiery because it is knowable, since knowability exists 
with absence of: fire on a lake. Peculiar is that which is not found 
either in similar or contrary instances; e. g. Sound is eternal 
because it is Word. The genus word is absent from all eternal 
and'non-eternal things, and resides in Sound only. Non-exclusive 
ds that which has neither similar nor dissimilar instances; e.g. 
"Everything is transitory because it is knowable. Here everything 
being the subject of inference, there is no separate example. 


1. सव्यभिचार is व्यभिचारेण सह वर्तमानः ‘that which involves a 
: व्यभिचार or discrepancy of the हेत with the 
Discrepant reason, ara’. Itis defined as अनैकान्तिक, or ‘ co- 
É existing with the साध्य only partially °. Thus 
if. one says नियः शाब्दोडस्पदात्वात्‌ | यत्र यत्रास्पदरीत्वाभावः ( cum) 
तत्र तत्रानिद्यत्वं यथा मृत्कुम्मे, the wg will be अनेकान्तिक or व्यभिचरित 
because there are the earthy atoms which though सवत्‌ are नित्य 
just as there is gfz which is both अस्पर्शं and अनित्यः Hence the 
व्याप्ति is not correct; that is, the हेतु co-exists partially with the 
साध्य, partially with the साध्यांभाव, and entirely with neither. 
Vatsyayana explains the word अनैकान्तिक as, निलत्वमेको5न्त: | 
अनिलत्वमेको5न्तः | एकप्तिन्नन्त विद्यत इति ऐकान्तिकः विपर्ययादनेकान्तिक 
उभयान्तव्यापकत्वात्‌ . The word सव्यभिचार implies the same thing, 
for व्यभिचार or सव्यभिचारत्व has been defined साध्यसंदेहजनकोभय- 
कोटयुपस्थापकतावच्छेदकरूपवत्त्वम्‌ that is, ‘it isa property which leads 
to the proof of both साध्य and its negation, and thus causes doubt 
about the साध्य. The सव्यभिचार has a tendency to prove both 
साध्य and its negation because it is co-existent with both ; and the 
simultaneous knowledge of these two extremes, produces संदेह of 
the साध्य which is उभयकोटिकज्ञान. Hence Kanada calls अनैकान्तिक 
by the name of संदिग्ध. 
eee 


1, Vat. on ७. S. 1, 2, 56. 
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2. सव्यमिचार is subdivided into three varieties साधारणं 
(Over-wide), असाधारण (Peculiar) ` and: 
Its three varieties. अनुपसंदारी ( Non-exclusive). Of these arat+ 
रण or the over-wide mark is * that which is 
found both on the सपक्ष and the विपक्ष, that is, which co-exists 
both with साध्य and its negation’. Annambhatta defines a साधारण 
simply as one that co-exists with साध्याभाव, but the full definition 
would be that given by T. K. सपक्षविपक्षवृत्ति. The reason’ why 
Annambhatta omits सपक्षवृत्ति from his des 
Over wide mark. finition is that it is necessarily implied in an 
अन्वयिहेतु, such as the साधारण is, and need 
not therefore be particularly mentioned. As an illustration of 
साधारण the author gives, ‘‘ Mountain is fiery, because it is know- 
able” ; where the reason, ‘knowability’, exists both in things known 
to possess fire as the ordinary hearth, and also things that have no 
fire, asa lake. The प्रमेयत्व being thus associated with both qf 
and वहयभाव, there is no reason why one should be inferred from 
it and not the other ; but both cannot exist together and hence the 
हेतु is fallacious. Similarly in wadt धूमवान्‌ 48; the हेतु qf is 
साधारण, being found to co-exist both with घूम in महानस and with 
धूमाभाव in अयोगोलक. 


3. The असाधारण or Peculiar is just the opposite of साधारण, 
being found neither in सपक्ष nor in विपक्ष: 
Peculiar mark, Its absence in the विपक्ष is of course natural, 
because even a good हेतु 18 non-existent in 
विपक्ष ; but the fallacy of असाधारण consists in its being absent in 
सपक्ष also, If the साधारण is over-wide, owing to its trespassing on ` 
the forbidden region of विपक्ष, this.is not wide enough as it does 
not even cover the legitimate ground of सपक्ष. One errs on the 
side of excess, the other on that of defect; and thus both are 
equally fallacious. The असाधारण, in fact, as its name denotes, is 
a peculiar characteristic of the पक्ष which exists nowhere else, and 
for which therefore no सपक्षदृष्टान्त can be found. As for example 
if we say, “ Sound is eternal, because it has the nature of sound,” 
the nature of sound, शब्दत्व, is a peculiar characteristic of sound 
‘and being so, can lead to no valid conclusion. In this case the 
सपक्ष instances, e.g. those having the साध्य frac, would be ether 








$00 Tarka-Samgraha [ SECT: LIL 


and other eternal things, while the बिपक्ष instances would be all 
non-eternal products, such as a jar. The हेतु शाब्दत्व exists in 
neither, and hence it is called असाधारण. 


4. The third variety of सव्यभिचार is अनुपसंहारि ( Non-exclu- 
sive ) which is defined in the text as ‘ one 

Non-exclusive mark, that has neither a सपक्ष nor a विपक्ष दृष्टान्त,, 
that is, which is never present where the 

साध्य is present, excepting of course the पक्ष itself. Now this can 
happen cnly when all things in this world are included in ya, and 
so nothing is left outside the range of पक्ष that can be denominated 
सपक्ष or विपक्ष, The definitions given in T. K. and T. A. make 
this quite clear. They are, वस्तुमात्रपक्षकः or सर्वपक्षकः, ` one in which 
the universality of things is the पक्ष,” that is, one in which the 
साध्य is unascertained ( संदिग्ध ) of all things in the world, and 
there is therefore no सपक्ष or विपक्ष where the साध्य or its negation 
might be said to be ascertained (निश्चित). The example given in 
the text is “ All things are transient, because they are know- 
able," where सवे being the पक्ष, there is no सपक्ष or विपक्ष 
apart from it. But why cannot the individuals, says an 
objector, serve as सपक्ष or विपक्ष ? that is, why cannot we 
argue, सर्वमनिसं | प्रमेयत्वात्‌ । यत्र यत्र प्रमेयत्वं तत्रानिलत्वे । यथा घंटे 
पटे कुड्ये वा? It cannot be said that the साध्य being संदिग्ध in 
सर्व, it is necessarily so in घट, पट and कुड्य; for first the साध्य 
( प्रमेयत्व ) may be निश्चित in the पक्षी at one time, and be संदिग्ध 
at another; and secondly uncertainty as to the whole does 
not necessarily imply an equal uncertainty as to individuals 
or some parts of that whole. घर and पद therefore which 
are certainly transient might very well serve as सपक्षदृष्टान्त 
to prove अनिलत्व on wd. To remove this objection modern 
Naiyayikas define an अनुपसंहारि as केवलान्वायेधर्मसाध्यकः ‘one in 
which the साध्य is only positively connected with the wg," 
and so there is neither a व्यतिरेकब्याप्ति 707 a व्यंतिरेकदृष्टान्त, But 
this latter definition also is faulty, as it would apply even to 
a केवलान्वयि dag. The proper answer to the first objection 
would be that in an अनुपसंहारि, although there may be indi- 
vidual things in which the अनिलत्व is ascertained, there is 
no ब्याप्ति eițher of the अन्वयि or of the व्यतिरोकि kind, since 
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the conclusion itself constitutes the widest possible generalization. 
The name अनुपसंहारि, (Non-exclusive) is given to this fallacy 
because the पक्ष being universal nothing is excluded from it. 


5. Now it may be asked, why are these three fallacies, appa- 
rently so dissimilar, and the last a quite anomalous case, classed 
under सव्यभिचार A closer examination of the definitions and 
examples of the three varieties will, however, show that there is 
a common principle underlying the division, and that principle 
‘is derived from the general definition of सव्यभिचार itself. 

A सव्यमिचार or discrepant reason has been defined as “one 

which is not uniformly concomitant with 

The three-fold साध्य ', that is, which uniformly exists nei- 
division explained. ther with साध्य nor with साध्याभाव. It is 
neither purely अन्वयि, nor purely व्यतिरेकि, 

nor both completely, but half of this and half of that. It is 
thus defective in either or both of the two requisites of a सद्धेतु. 
namely, सपक्षसत्त्व and विपक्षव्यावृत्ति, Now there are four and only 
four ways in which the two properties may be predicated of a 
हेतु, namely, both may be present, both may be absent, or either 
may be present when the other is absent. Thus we have four 
cases; (1) presence of both सपक्षसत्व and विपक्षव्यावृत्तिः (2) 
absence of both of them; (3) presence of सपक्षसत्त्व, but absence 
of विपक्षव्यावृत्ति : (4) absence of सपक्षसत्त्व but presence of विपक्षव्या- 
वृत्ति, The first is undoubtedly a case of az, as both the requisi- 
tes are present, and may therefore be left out. In the latter three 
cases the हेतु is obviously defective, and is respectively called 
अनुपसंहारि, साधारण and असाधारण. अनुपसंहारि has been defined as one 
that has neither a सपक्ष nora विपक्ष दृष्टान्त; that is, there is no 
सपक्ष on which the wg co-exists with साध्य nor a विपक्ष from 
which the हेतु is व्यावृत्त justas the साध्य is. अनुपसंहारि has there- 
fore neither of the two properties सपक्षसच्व and विपक्षव्यावृत्ति. The 
third case is that of a साधारण which is defined as existing both on 
the ava and the विपक्ष ; that is, there is, सपक्षसत्त्व but no विपक्ष- 
व्यावृत्ति. The fourth is असाधारण which, as non-existing on both सपक्ष 
and विपक्ष instances, possesses only विपक्षव्यावृत्ति, but not सपक्षसत्त्व. 
The three varieties are thus nothing but the three possible ways in 
which the अनेकान्तिकत्व ( defectiveness) of a सव्यमिचार may occur, * 


302 Tarka-Samgraha [ SECT. LIII. 


oe 


6. One more point remains to be noticed in connection with 
these, and especially the last two साधारण 


^ Kevalünvayi and and असाधारण, namely, in that respect they 
Kevalavyatireki do respectively differ from केवलान्वयि and 
distinguished. केवलव्यतिरेकि eas. The instances of साधारण 


and असाधारण given in the text are very 
Similar to those given for केवलान्वयि and केवलव्यतिरेकि, and no 
‘distinction can at first sight be made between the two pairs. A 
‘comparison of the illustrations will, however, show the difference. 
Thus पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌ प्रमेयत्वात्‌ is a साधारण, while पर्वतो5मिवेय: प्रमे- 
'यत्वात्‌ is a केवलान्वयि. The difference between the two lies in the 
साध्य which is co-extensive with the हेतु in the latter case, but not 
‘so in the first. Similarly प्रथिवीतरेभ्यो भिद्यते प्रृथिवीत्वात्‌ or गन्धवत्त्वात्‌ 
"is केवलव्यतिरेकि, while पृथिवी नित्या पृथिवीत्वात्‌ will be असाधारण, 
‘the difference being the same, namely, that the साध्य in a केवल- 
'ब्यतिरेकि is co-extensive with the हेतु, but not so in the असाधारण. 
"Now why should this difference make one a good and the other a 
"bad inference? The reason is obvious. When the साध्य and हेतु 
"coincide with each other, there is no व्यमिचार or discrepancy bet- 
.ween the two, although we cannot always have a सपक्ष or विपक्ष 
दृष्टान्त. The essence of साधारण and असाधारण lies not so much in 
“the absence of सपक्ष ०7 विपक्ष दृष्टान्त, but in the imperfect general- 
‘ization, the absence of the gra only indicating the व्यभिचार or 


„defect in the व्यापि. 


- SECT. LIV. विरुद्ध: . 
Contrary reason is that which is pervaded by the negation of the 
-thing to be proved, e.g. Sound is eternal because it is created. 
:Creatability is covered by the negation of eternity or transitoriness. 
_. 1. विरुद्ध or contrary reason is ‘that which is less extensive 
>, than the negation of साध्य and is never co- 

Contrary reason. existent with area.’ As when we say, 
3 ‘Sound is eternal, because it is artificial, ? 
-the reason, ‘artificialness’ coincides with निलत्वाभाव or अनिलत्व 
and not with निग्र. . We have the व्याप्ति, यत्र 44 कृतकत्वं . तत्रा- 
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Re यथा घटे, but not यत्र यत्र कृतकत्वं तत्र नित्यत्वम्‌ . The हेतु कृतकंत्व 
being thus निलत्वाभावव्याप्य, it becomes a साधक or हेतु of that अभाव, 
and not of its प्रतियोगि freer; that is, the artificialness of sound 
is exactly the reason why sound should be non-eternal. Thus 
the fallacy consists in drawing a conclusion just contrary to that 
which would be justified by the reason. This accords well with 
Gotama’s definition सिद्धान्तमभ्युपे् तद्विरोधी विरुद्ध: ‘a विरुद्ध is tha 
which is contrary to the conclusion desired to be drawn’. : 


2. विरुद्ध differs from साधारण सव्यभिचार in never existing on 
the सपक्ष as the latter does; while it differs from असाधारण in 
existing on the विपक्ष unlike the latter which does not. The chief 
distinction between सव्यभिचार and विरुद्ध is that in the former the 
व्याप्ति is only imperfect or defective, while in the latter it is actually 
‘contrary. There is only a discrepancy in the first; there is direct 
‘opposition in the second. 


SECT. LV. सत्प्रतिपक्षः 


The ambiguous or inconclusive reason is that wherein there is 
another reason proving the negation of the thing to be proved; e.g 
Sound is eternal, because it is audible like any other sound; and 
sound is non-eternal, because it is a creation like a jar. i 


' — "The सत्ततिपक्ष differs from the विरुद्ध in this, that while in the 
latter the very same हेतु which ought to 

Satpratipaksa or prove साध्याभाव is given as a reason for pro- 
Counterbalanced ving the साध्य, in सत्प्रतिपक्ष the हेतु which 
reason. proves साध्याभाव is different (हेत्वन्तर ) from 
that actually given. For example, if we say 

-* Sound is eternal, because it is apprehended by the organ of hear- 
ing,’ the हेतु given, namely mama, does not prove निसत्व but 
neither does it prove निद्त्वाभाव. The अनिलत्व, however, is proved 
by another हेतु कृतकत्व, in such an inference as, $ Sound is non- 
eternal, because it is artificial.’ In विरुद्ध the हेतु is inconsistent 


with साध्य in the same inference; in सत्मतिपक्ष it is inconsistent 
SS S ~~ 
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with the साध्य in a contrary inference. सत्रतिपक्ष is classed by 
Vaisesikas under बाधित, of which it is in one sense a species; but 
there is a clear distinction between the two. In बाधित the साध्य 
of the inference in question is actually disproved by a stronger 
proof of another kind, such as perception; as for instance, if one 
says, “ Fire is cold because it is a substance,” the अनुष्णत्व is pro- 
ved to be false by our actual perception of the heat of fire, accord- 
ing to the maxim sanga वाध्यते. In सत्प्रतिपक्ष there is no 
such बाध of the inference by a stronger proof, but only a counter- 
balancing of two inferences, which, being of equal weight, are 
mutually destructive, but neither prevails over the other. This 
peculiarity of maag was well expressed by the more significant 
name प्रकरणसम ( Inconclusive ) which Gotama gave it. Gotama’s 
definition of प्रकरणसम is यस्मात्‌ प्रकरणचिन्ता स निर्णयार्थमपदिष्टः प्रक- 
रणसमः ? | प्रकरण is an argument and its चिन्ता is the curiosity 
(जिज्ञासा) or expectancy (आकाह्ला ) which is created in the course 
of the argument, and remains until it is satisfied by a certain and 
well-grounded conclusion. An inference which is inconsequential 
owing to being counterbalanced (or opposed by a contrary infer- 
ence of equal weight) does not remove this प्रकरणचिन्ता; and hence 
8 प्रकरणसम is defined as ‘a हेतु which though propounded for the 
purpose of giving a certain conclusion ( निर्णयार्थमपदिष्टः) leaves the 
expectation of a certain conclusion unfulfilled.’ It is therefore 
प्रकरणसम, that is, as Vatsyayana explains it, प्रकरणमनतिवर्तमानः 
‘always remaining in the stage of a non-concluded argument. ' 
‘The word सत्मतिपक्ष also conveys the same sense, but rather dis- 
tantly. The author of Didhiti interprets it as सन्‌ (विद्यमानः) 
विरोधिव्याप्यादिमत्तया पराम्रृश्यमानो wu: विरोधिपरामशों वा यस्य परामृइ्यमानस्य 
'हेतोरसौ सत्मतिपक्ष: . To understand this derivation, it must be 
‘observed that when there are two mutually destructive inferences 
containing the two gs that are प्रतिपक्ष of each other, the judg- 
ment is impeded because the two &gs give rise to distinct परामशै$ 
leading to quite contrary conclusions. It is needless perhaps to 
point out that a सत्प्रतिपक्ष हेतु is such, only so long as it is of equal 
weight with its contrary (तुल्यबल्योरेव सत्प्रतिपक्षत्वं नातुल्यवल्योरिति 
नियमः). As soon as the प्रतिपक्ष becomes stronger by any reason, 


1, G. S. I, 2. 48, 
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the former ceases to be a सत्प्रतिपक्ष, and becomes a बाधित. Thus 
if there are two arguments, one in harmony with the Sruti or any 
other ataata, and the other opposed to it, the latter is बाधित on 
account of the greater weight of the former. 


Szor. LV]. असिद्धः. 


Futile .reason is of three sorts: having non-existent subject, 
non-existent reason, and non-existent concomitance. Non-existent 
subject is thus :—Skyey lotus is fragrant because it is a lotus like 
a lotus ina lake. Here skyey lotus is the subject, but it does not 
exist at all. A Non-existent reason is thus :—Sound is a quality 
because it is ocular. Here Sound is not ocular as it is audible. 
Non-existent concomitance is one which involves a limitation or 
condition. Condition is that which pervades the thing to be proved, 
but does not pervade the reason. Pervasion of the thing to be 
proved means not having absolute negation co-existent with the 
thing; while non-pervasion of reason means having absolute nega- 
tion co-existing with the reason. In ‘the mountain is smokey 
because it has fire’, contact with wet fuel is the condition. For 
instance wherever there is smoke there is contact of wet fuel; e. g. 
there is no contact of wet fuel in an iron ball. Thus wet fuel is 
the condition because it pervades the thing to be proved and does 
not pervade the reason. Fieriness is a futile reason owing to the 
condition. 


1. The fourth हेत्वाभास is असिद्ध ‘inconclusive or unproved 
reason’, which Gotama calls साध्यसम (similar 
Asiddha or Incon- to uper), on account of its being as doubt- 
clusvie reason, ful as the साध्य An असिद्ध हेतु is one that 
has the दोष called असिद्धि, and असिद्धि is de- 
fined by Udayanacarya as व्याप्तस्य पक्षधर्मतया प्रमितिः _सिद्धिस्तदभावः 
* absence of the faf which consists in the true cognition of the 
amarag as a property of the wq"; or, briefly E 
अक्षिद्धि is the non-production of परामर्श Hence असिद्धि has Es 
defined asany cause, other than a व्यमिचार (which gives rise 
——————— 
l. G. S., 1, 2, 49. 
TS-39 
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सव्यभिचार), which obstructs the knowledge of पराम. AS परामर्श 
( व्याप्तिविशिष्टपक्षधर्मताज्ञान ) is composed of three elements, corres- 
ponding to the three terms of the syllogism, namely व्याप्ति, पक्षता 
and पक्षधर्मता or हेतुता, the obstruction to the knowledge of परामर्श 
will be caused by a defect or error in the apprehension of any of 
its three constituents. Thus an असिद्ध हेतु naturally resolves into 
three varieties, formed according as the error lies in the know- 
ledge of पक्ष, or of हेतु 07 of व्याप्ति. The first is called आश्रयासिद्ध, 
the second स्वरूपासिद्ध, and the third व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. 


2. Annambhatta only enumerates the three varieties, without 
defining either असिद्ध in general or its first 


First kind of two varieties. आश्रयासिद्ध is defined as पक्ष- 
Asidhha.  तावच्छेदकाभाववत्पक्षकः, that is, a “हेतु the 


subject or place of which is devoid of the 
distinctive character of the supposed पक्ष’. Thus in the example, 
* A sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus", the reasoning 
would be correct if the पक्ष sky-lotus were a real thing; but 
being only an imaginary thing, it is devoid of the essence of the 
supposed पक्ष, namely गगनीयत्व. Here the wa is not अरविन्द 
simply, but गगनीयत्वविशिष्ट or गगनीयत्वावच्छिन्न अरविन्द and hence 
the पक्षतावच्छेदक or the essence of पक्षता is गगनीयत्व which never 
exists on an अरविन्द. In this case, being misled by the metaphori- 
cal application of the word अरविन्द to गगनारविन्द we attribute the 
qualities of a real lotus to a fictitious thing, the existence of which 
is quite hypothetical or unproved. Here the पक्षतावच्छेदकधर्म is 
गगनीयत्व, because it distinguishes गगनारविन्द, the पक्ष in this case 
from other lotuses; and as अरविन्द itself is a real thing, the falsity 
of गगनारविन्द must be due to the non-existence of its अवच्छेदक, the 
गगनीयत्व, according to the maxim, when a property predicated of 
a qualified thing (विशिष्ट) cannot reside in the qualified ( विशेष्य ) 
it is attributed to the qualification ( सति विशेष्ये ara विशिष्टा बुद्धि- 
विंशेषणमुपसंक्रामति ). In the present instance there is on the पक्ष 
the non-existence of the पक्षतावच्छेदकधर्म, that is, गगनीयत्व. An 
आश्रय or पक्ष, however, may be असिद्ध in two ways, either by 
being altogether non-existent, as in the above example, or 
by wanting the character of पक्षता, that is सिपाधयिपाविरद्द etc. 
Take, for example, att हस्तादिमत्‌ हस्तादिमत्तया प्रतीयमानत्वात्‌ , 
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Here the हेतु being identical with the साध्य ( हस्तादिमत्व ), the 
argument is mere सिद्धसाधन, ‘proving what is already proved’. 
As there is no सिद्धथभाव here, the पक्ष is wanting in the essential 
character of पक्षता. and is therefore afaz. Hence T. D. remarks 
under the next section that according to ancients सिद्धसाधन comes 
under आश्रयासिद्ध, while moderns regard it as a separate निग्रहस्थान 
and not a fallacy. 

3. The second variety स्वरूपासिद्ध, non-existence, is so called 

because in it the wg itself is असिद्ध, i. e. 
The second kind. non-existent on the पक्ष; as in the example 
given in the text, the हेतु चाश्लुपत्व does not 
exist on शब्द. Other examples of स्वरूपातिद्ध are हृदो वह्निमान्‌ 
धूमात्‌ , घटः प्रथिवी पटत्वात्‌, सामान्यमनित्य॑ कृतकत्वात्‌ or शज्ादिरश्रो 
विषाणित्वात्‌ , in all of which it will be marked that the Rg is non- 
existent on the पक्ष. It differs from आश्रयासिद्ध in this, that in the 
latter the आश्रय is either false or not a proper 74, while in the 
former, both हेतु and आश्रय may be real things but there is no 
connection between them, or rather the negation of हेतु, and not 
the हेतु, resides in the पक्ष. स्वरूपासिद्ध has many sub-varieties, 
such as gag, भागासिद्ध विशेषणासिद्ध and विश्वेष्यासिद्ध, all of 
which ultimately resolve into the general characteristic that the 
हेतु, as it is taken, is non-existent on the wa. In this respect 
स्वरूपासिद्ध may be said to be complementary to सव्यभिचार, सत्प्रति- 
qa and बाधित. The three varieties of सव्यमिचार, as has been al- 
ready shown, turn on the existence or the non-existence of two of 
the five requisites of a azg, namely सपक्षसत्व and विपक्षव्यावात्ति ; 
while सत्प्रतिपक्ष and बाधित are due to the neglect of the last two 
7९५०1591९8. स्वरूपासेद्ध is due to the absence of the first and the most 
important requisite, namely पक्षथर्मत्व. Not that the हेतु is unreal or 
non-existent in itself, but that it lacks the essential character of 
हेतुता, namely पक्षधर्मता. The real definition of a स्वरूपासिद्ध there- 
fore is दतोः पक्षाबृत्तित्वम्‌ - 

4. व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, non-existent concomitance of improper limita- 
tion, is defined by Annambhatta as ‘a mark 
which has a (suppressed ) condition (उपाधि ), 
thatis, which is true conditionally only. T. K. 
and the older writers generally define it as साध्यव्याप्यतावच्छेदक- 


The third kind. 
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रहितोः हेतु “a mark which is devoid of the distinguishing attribute 
that is necessary to make it साध्यव्याप्य, When the हेतु, in the form 
in which itisgiven, is not known to be invariably accompanied 
by the साध्य it is not साध्यव्याप्य, that is, its व्याप्यत्व is असिद्ध or 
doubtful. Such a हेतु is wanting in the proper व्याप्यतावच्छेदकधर्म, 
either by excess when it is too generally stated, or by defect when 
it is unnecessarily restricted by a limitation that might be totally 
false or superfluous. Any way the हेतु is different from what it 
ought to be, and its साध्यव्याप्यत्व is therefore questionable. A 
स्वरूपासिद्ध wg does not exist on the पक्ष; while a व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध is 
not invariably associated with साध्य. In one the पक्षधर्मता is viti- 
ated ; in the other the व्याप्ति is faulty. The stock example is पर्वतो 
वहिमान्‌ काञ्जनमयधूमात्‌ , ‘the mountain is fiery because it has 
golden smoke.’ Here although mere धूम is वहिव्याप्य, काच्चनमयधूम 
is not; for the additional epithet makes it a different thing which 
is not invariably. associated with fire. In this example the व्याप्य- 
त्वावच्छेदक धर्म ¡ऽ not mere qua but काञ्चनमयध्ूमत्व or rather काञ्चनः 
मयत्व, which does not exist on the हेतु; and hence धूम is व्याप्यत्वा- 
faa. 


5. So far there is not much difference of opinion, but ancients 

: - and moderns are as usual divided as to the 
Difference between exact scope of this fallacy. In the above 
ancients and mcderns. example, the epithet काञ्चनमय is not only 
superfluous, but makes the हेतु unreal. Sup- 

pose, however, we have पर्वतो वहिमान्‌ नीलधूमात्‌ . Here although 
the adjective नील is superfluous, it does not make the &g actually 
false, and the argument will, in spite of it, be valid. Hence the 


moderns regard it, not as a case of हेत्वाभास, but only as a fault of. 


language, called अधिक (tautology ) The ancients, however, in- 
clude the case under भ्याप्यत्वाक्षिद्ध, because «flew being a needless 


limitation of धूम, is as misleading as काञ्चनमयत्व, and cannot' 
therefore be the proper व्याप्यतावच्छेदक धर्म, The reason why this. 


is regarded as व्याप्यात्वासिद्ध fallacy by the ancients appears to be 
that the addition of the qualification नीलत्व conveys by implication 
that unqualified घूम is not वहिव्याप्य, and that it is the limitation 
नीळत्व that brings it within the pale of the व्याप्ति, नीलत्व thus 
becomes व्याप्यतावच्छेदक which it really is not, | 








f 
। 
| 
| 
| 
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6. Now this असिद्धि of व्याप्ति may occur in two ways, either 
when the concomitance is not proved owing 
Non-concomitance to its non-observation in any other place, or 
-is of (wo kinds, when it is actually proved to be false owing 
to the presence of some उपाधि or condition. 
Accordingly there are two varieties of व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, (1) साध्येनासह- 
चरितः ‘not concomitant with साध्य’; and (2) सोपाधिकसाध्यसंबन्धः 
'* concomitant with साध्य only conditionally’. The instance of the 
first is शाब्दः क्षणिकः सत्त्वात्‌ । यच्चत्सत्ततक्षणिकं यथा घनः, where the 
invariable concomitance of सत्त्व and क्षणिकत्व is not proved. The 
cases of काञ्चनमयधूम and नीलधूम would also apparently come 
under this class, because there too the व्याप्ति is not proved. The 
other variety is that of a conditional «mf and is ordinarily 
known as सोपाधिक wg. The familiar example of a सोपाधिक is 
पर्वतो धूमवान्‌ ae:, where qfg is not धूमव्याप्य absolutely, but be- 
comes so only when we add the condition आद्रेन्थनसंयोगे सति; that 
is, fire in general is not invariably accompanied by smoke, but fire 
in contact with wet fuelis. Hence the wg in this case, namely 
वहि, is made साध्यव्याप्य only when we add to it the limitation 
आद्रेन्थनसंयोगवान्‌ . The हेतु is too widely stated and requires to be 
restricted to make the ज्य true. In one sense this case is the 
converse of कान्चनमयधूम. In that case the fallacy consisted in the 
addition of an unnecessary restriction, while in this, it consists 
in the omission of a necessary one. In both cases, however, 
the व्याप्यतावच्छेंदक is equally false, and hence the general definition 
of a व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध applies to both. 


7. After having comprehended what व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध really is, 

the student will be in a position to under- 

Annambhaitas stand and correctly estimate Annambhatta’s 
definition. ` statement that a सोपाधिक wg is व्याप्यत्वा- 
सिद्ध, There is a difference of opinion as 

to the true meaning of this statement.. S. C. takes it as a defini- 
tion of व्याप्यत्वाततिद, but it will be seen from what has been said 
above that सोपाधिक can properly be a definition of only one kind 
of व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, and does not at all apply to instances like araq- 
aaqa. On the other hand Nilakantha seems to take the state- 
ment not as a definition, but as a reply to those who class सोपाधिक 
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as a separate हेत्वाभास. The interpretation of Nilakantha would 
undoubtedly be preferable as it saves the author from a palpable 
error; but there is against it the unequivocal statement of T. D. 
व्याप्यत्वासिद्धस्य लक्षणमाह सोपाधिक इति, We have no choice there- 
fore but to agree with S. C. in taking the sentence as a definition. 
There are only two suppositions on which Annambhatta's defini- 
tion can be reconciled with the general doctrine of व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध 
Hither he included instances like काञ्चनमयधूमात्‌ and शब्द: क्षणिकः 
सत्त्वात्‌ under सोपाधिक itself, or he relegated them to some other 
.head ० हेत्वाभास. Both suppositions are plausible and may be 
partly true. In the inference, for example, शब्द: क्षणिकः सत्त्वात्‌ we 
can conceive of au उपाधि such as उत्पत्तिमत्त्वे सति, or ध्वंसप्रतियोगित्वे 
सति, so that ether and other eternal things may not be क्षणिक 
simply because they exist. Thus the हेतु ww will be सोपाधिक. 
Similarly we might regard काञ्चनमयधूमात्‌ as an instance of स्वरूपा- 
"सिद्ध, since, there being no such thing as काञ्चनमयधूम in the world, 
-the हेतु is non-existent on the vq. In this manner we can per- 
haps justify Annambhatta’s definition; but the fact that it is 
inconsistent with the express views of other eminent authorities 
.such as Garigesa, Raghunatha and Visvanatha is undeniable. On 
the other hand there is a distinct school of writers who exclude 
even the सोपाधिक proper from the class of असिद्ध हेतु, and put it 
„under qaran; and their reasoning is very -plausible. उपाधि, 
„they say, vitiates व्याप्ति, which in its turn destroys परामर्श. उपाधि 
is therefore not a direct cause of अनुमितिप्रतिबन्‍्ध,. उपाधि produces 
व्यभिचार of व्याप्ति, and that व्यभिचार obstructs the अनुमिति उपाधि 
therefore being अन्यथासिद्ध is not itself a हेतुदोप, the real दोप in 
‘all the सोपाधिक हेतुऽ being the व्यभिचार which springs from उपाधि. 
Hence सोपाधिक is in fact only a species of सव्यभिचार, The 
difference between this view and the generally accepted opinion is 
that the former includes the सोपाधिक under सव्यमिचार because 
there is the व्यभिचार, while the latter includes it under व्याप्यत्वा- 
सिद्ध because there is the असिद्धि of व्याप्ति. 
8. A question here arises as to what distinction can be made 
between व्यभिचार and असिद्धि of व्याप्ति. The 
- Asiddhi distinguish- distinction is important, because it is that 
-ed from Vyabhicara. on which the difference between a व्याप्यत्वा- 
द सिद्ध and a साधारण सव्यभिचार depends, Ap- 
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‘parently the two are identical, because both of them denote the 
break of the invariable concomitance of साध्य and हेतु. The dis- 
tinction is rather nicely drawn, but it is real. It is that व्यभिचार 


-is positive while व्याप्यत्वासिद्धि is negative. व्यभिचार is the cause 


which actually disturbs the invariable concomitance; असिद्धि is 
only the absence of that concomitance. व्यभिचार is the certainty 
that the व्याप्ति is false, afaf is the uncertainty that it is real. 
व्यभिचार is therefore stronger and more palpable, while असिद्धि 
occurs more frequently in practice and is not easily detected. 
Instances often occur in which we strongly suspect that the 
generalization is imperfect, but we cannot positively say why it is 
so. The example शब्दः क्षणिकः सत्वात्‌ is of this kind, for we can 
neither say that क्षणिकत्व and ww are associated, nor that they 
are not. To take a common instance, both gravity and elasticity 
being common properties of all matter are found invariably asso- 
ciated with each other; and yet we cannot say that one is व्याप्य 
of the other. The concluding remark of N. B. where this distinc- 
tion is expressed in a peculiarly technical language, though some- 
what obscure, amounts to the same thing. T. D.’s dictum that in 
साधारण there is अब्यभिचाराभाव, i. e. व्यभिचार, while in व्याप्यत्वातिद्ध 
there is विशिष्टव्याप्यभाव, is really the same distinction expressed in 
a slightly different way. In साधारण we are assured of the non- 
existence of व्यमिचाराभाव, i.e. of the actual existence of व्यभिचार, 
while in असि we are certain only of the non-existence of व्याप्ति, 
but cannot positively say whether there is an actually व्यभिचरित 
व्याप्ति. 
9. व्याप्यत्वातिद्ध has been defined as सोपाधिक, but the meaning 
of the latter phrase cannot be understood 
Upadhi. unless we know what an उपाधि is. सोपाधिक 
is a g that is true conditionally; but 
what is a condition? Etymologically the word उपाधि is inter- 
preted by  Udayanücarya as उप समीपवर्तिनि आदधाति संक्रामयति 
स्वीय धर्ममित्युपाधिः- 1६15 a thing which imparts its own property 
to another object placed in its vicinity, as a red flower which 
makes the crystal placed over it look like a ruby by imparting to 
it its own redness, not really but seemingly. The flower is there- 
fore the उपाधि. Similarly the all-pervading Akasa appears to 
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have dimensions and form when circumscribed in a jar, because 
the परिभितत्व of its उपाधि the घट is for the time being imparted 
toit. उपाधि is therefore the condition or the surrounding circum- 
stances, individually and collectively, which give a thing its dis- 
tinctive character for the time being, and make it look as it appears 
tous. Although therefore a thing may generally belong to a class, 
its specific character by which we usually distinguish the thing from 
other species or individuals of the same class is given to it by its 
उपाधि. Thus though smoke may be generally said to be produced 
from fire, the specific and immediate cause of its producion is the 
presence of wet fuel, for it is wet fuel that, when ignited, invari- 
ably gives out smoke. "There is therefore an invariable concomi- 
tance (व्याप्ति) between wet fuel and smoke, for the smoke, being 
the immediate effect of wet fuel, cannot exist without its cause, 
the wet fuel. In other words धूम is आर्द्रेन्यनसंयोगव्याप्य and až- 
न्धनसंयोग 15 the व्यापक of धूम, It is not, however, a general rule 
that wet fuel exists wherever there is fire, for fire may exist on dry 
fuel or without any fuel at all, as in a red-hot iron ball. Therefore 
आर्द्रेन्थनसंयोग is not the व्यापक of वह्नि. Thus आर्द्रेन्धनसंयोग, which 
is the उपाधि of qa, that is, the invariable condition on which the 
production of smoke depends, may be described as धूमव्यापकत्वे सति 
वह्दयव्यापक: , that is, it is more extensive than घूम and less extensive 
than afg. It is intermediate between the two, and is in fact the 
difference by which the range of घूम is smaller than the range of 
afg. If we take the figure on p. 283 it will correspond to the 
gnomon EKG, which added to the smaller square of smoke makes 
the larger one representing fire. When therefore we reason पर्वतो 
धूमवान्‌ वहेः , this उपाधि invariably checks us. For if this syllogism 
is valid, qa being the साध्य must be the व्यापक of the हेतु वहि. 
But आर्द्रेन्धनसंयोग is already shown to be the व्यापक्र of धूम; a 
fortiori आद्रेन्धनसंयोग must be the व्यापक of वह्नि. It is, however, 
shown to be the अव्यापक of af. The same thing thus becomes 
both व्यापक and अव्यापक of वहि, which is absurd. Hence the 
inference पर्वतो yaara वहेः cannot be valid, that is, the हेतु वहि is 
not a dàg but a हेत्वाभास. 


We can deduce the same conclusion by direct reasoning. 
आर्द्रेन्यनसंयोग is the व्यापक of धूम and afẹ is the व्यापक of the संयोग, 


TW 
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A fortiori वह is always the व्यापक of qa, and can never be a 
proper हेतु for inferring the घूम, since a हेतु must be always the 
व्याप्य of its साध्य. A syllogism, therefore, having धूम for its साध्य 
and वह्नि for its हेतु or साधन, is rendered invalid on account of 
the presence of the उपाधि, i. e. आर्द्रेन्चनसंयोग, which being घूम- 
व्यापक and वहुयव्यापक may be expressed by the general formula, 
साध्यव्याप्यकत्वे सति साथनाव्यापक्रः . This is in fact the definition of 
उपाधि given by Annambhatta, a definition which he has borrowed 
from Udayanacarya. In a valid syllogism, such as पर्वतो वहिमान्‌, 
धूमात्‌ there is no such उपाधि because there वहि and घूम being 
साध्य and साधन respectively आर्द्रेन्चनसंयोग is not साध्यव्यापक and 
साधनाव्यापक. The definitions of साध्यव्यापकत्व and साधनाव्यापकत्व 
given in the text are easily understood. The first is the quality of 
never being the प्रतियोगि of any absolute negation co-existing with 
the साध्य, or more shortly, the property of never being absent 
where the साध्य is present. The second of course is just the 
opposite of this. 
10. T. D. notices four kinds of उपाधि :— (1) that which 
covers the साध्य absolutely, that is, univer- 
Four kinds of sally; (2) that which covers it only in that 
Upādhi. form in which it exists on the पक्ष; (3) that 
which covers it only when it is associated 
with साधन; and lastly (4) that which exists in the साध्य inde- 
pendently. आर्द्रेन्चनसंयोग is an instance of the first kind, because 
it co-exists with smoke everywhere. An instance of the second 
kind is उद्भूतरूपवत्व (manifested colour) in the inference वायु: 
Ne: प्रलक्षस्पर्शाश्रयत्वात्‌., ४९०३५९ प्रसक्ष्स्पर्शाश्रयत्व co-exists with 
प्रयक्षव only when it is accompanied by उद्धभूतरूपवत्त्त,. But this 
उद्भूतरूपवत्त्व is not a necessary condition for seme of all kinds 
since it does not exist in मानसप्रलक्ष. उद्भतरूपवत्त्त is necessary for 
only that kind of se which is possible in the case of a thing 
like air, that is, the yaa of external objects. Hence उद्धूतरूपवत्त्व 
is an उपाधि for वहिद्रेव्यप्रथक्षत्त्व only, that is, saqa as limited by a 
property ( वद्दिद्रेव्यत्व ) residing in the पक्ष, viz. वायु. | 
The third is still more complex. In the instance ध्वंसो विनाशी 
जन्यत्वात्‌, भावत्व is the उपाधि because the व्याप्ति qued तत्तद्विनाशि is 
true of भाव things only, and requires to be limited by the qualis 
TS..40 
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fication भावत्वे सति, भावत्व is a necessary condition for a thing 
"being अनिद्य, only when the thing is a product, since प्रागभाव 
though not a waag is both अजन्य and अनिल. भावत्व is there- 
fore the उपाधि of the अनिलत्व of products, not of non-products, 
that is, itis जन्यत्वावच्छिन्नानियत्वव्यापक. But in the above instance 
, जन्यत्व being the साधन, and अनिलत्व the साध्य, भावत्व is साधनाव- 
च्छिन्नसाध्यव्यापक. Nilakantha here reads प्रागभावो विनाशी जन्यत्वात्‌ , 
thus making प्रागभाव instead of ध्वंस the पक्ष of the syllogism and 
adds the remark अत्र जन्यत्वं पक्षधर्मो न संभवतीति साधनावच्छिन्नसाध्य- 
व्यापकत्वघरितलक्षणम्‌ . But this appears to be wrong, for the syllo- 
gism, as put by Nilakantha, will be an instance of स्वरूपासिद्ध where 
"हेतु does not exist on the पक्ष, and not of सोपाधिक or व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. 
The appended comment is also incorrect, because the उपाधि here 
is साधनावच्छिन्नसाध्यव्यापक् not because जन्यत्व is not a पक्षधर्म, but 
. because the उपाधि itself cannot bea पक्षपर्म, Another instance of 
this kind of उपाधि ¡8 गर्भस्थो मित्रातनयः war, मित्रातनयत्वात्‌ , मित्रा- 
तनयवत्‌ ‘the unborn son of the woman named Mitra is dark- 
coloured, because he is a son of Mitra like his elder brothers. 
"Here शाकपाकजत्व is an उपाधि because the dark colour is found 
only in those sons of Mitra who were born when their mother had 
eaten only vegetables and not ghee. Other sons of Mitra born 
after eating ghee are not dark-coloured, while eating of vegetables 
is not known to produce dark colour anywhere except in 


` Mitra’s sons. 


The fourth kind of उपाधि ऽ प्रागभावो विनाशी प्रमेयत्वात्‌, where 
भावत्व is उपाधि because only those knowable things that are भाव- 
रूप (and not अलन्ताभाव ) are destructible. But again भावत्व is a 
condition for अनित्यव only when the thing is a product; that is, 
it is the उपाधि of जन्यत्वावच्छिन्नानित्यत्व, where जन्यत्व being neither 
the साधन nora पश्चधर्म is an उदासीनधर्म Hence in this case the उपाधि 
‘is उदासीनधर्मावच्छिन्न. 


. E 
ool For a fuller explanation of the doctrinc of उपाधि see B. 7. 137-8; 
and S. M, loc. cit, Calc, ed. pp. 123-5. See also Appendix to this edition. 
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A reason is false where the n 


is established by another proof, 
stance. 


egation of the thing to be proved 
e.g. fire is cold as it is sub- 
Here coldness is the thing to be proved, and its negation 
‘Is hotness which is cognized by touch-perception. 


Hence the 
reason is futile. 


1. The special characteristic of बाधित has been already ex- 
plained in distinguishing it from «rng. 
Absurd or Contra- Annambhatta defines it as ‘a wg designed 
dicted reason, to prove a साध्य, the negation of which is 
ascertained by another and presumably a 
more authoritative proof; for if the other proof is not stronger, it 
will not prevail and the first हेतु will not be बाधित or contradicted. 
Annambhatta’s definition of afiq is in conformity with the 
opinion of the ancient school that the knowledge of the साध्याभाव 
obtained by-the other proof must be a certain and right knowledge 
(प्रमात्मक). Raghunatha Siromani and other moderns, however, 
think that it need not be प्रमात्मक. Gangesa’s definition प्रमितसाध्या- 
भाववत्पक्षको वाधितः, of which Annambhatta’s definition is only a 
paraphrase, is simple and tolerably correct; but it requires one 
important qualification, viz. अनवच्छिन्न, in order to prevent it 
from applying in the case of an अव्याप्यवृत्ति धमे. Thus when we 
say कपिसंयोगवानयं वृक्षः, the same पक्ष वृक्ष will have the साध्य i.e. 
संयोग in one part (शाखावच्छेदेन), and संयोगाभाव in another part 
( मूलावच्छेदेन ); and yet the inference will not be बाधित. Itis 
therefore declared that in बाधित the ascertainment of साध्याभाव 
must be with respect to the whole पक्ष, and not a part of it only. 
The complete definition therefore is पक्षनिष्ठानवड्छित्नसाध्याभाववानू_. 
The varieties of this वाधित are enumerated, according as the 
thing apprehended by the other proof is पक्ष, or pass io 
-gg, and according as the other proof is seg, अनुमान, 


or शब्द. 

en 
1. See Notes under Sec. 54, p. 307 Supra. 
2. Bhīmācārya, Nyāya-koşa, 2nd ed., p. 554, 
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2, It may be remarked by the by that there exists much 
: confusion as to the correct reading of स्पाशैन- 
Correct reading. saa, among different copies and com- 
, mentators, probably owing to the doubt 
‘whether there can bea स्पाशनग्रल्नक्ष of उष्णत्व; but there ought to 
‘be no reasonable doubt on the point after what has been already 
said as to the perception of qualities.’ ; 
3. The five “ fallacious reasons " having been explained, we 
-. may now take a brief survey of all of them 
` A classification together, in order to understand, if possible, 
of the fallacies. what general principle underlies the classi- 
fication given in the text and with what 
limitations it is to be accepted. In the first place, even à cursory 
glance will show that the five हेत्वाभासऊ do not exhaust all the 
kinds of fallacies that are liable to be committed in the course of 
.reasoning. They are professedly हेत्वाभासs only, that is, fallacies 
.of the हेतु or middle term of the syllogism. But our daily experi- 
.ence shows that the other terms, the major and the minor, are 
equally capable of hiding fallacies of their own, even though the 
_middle be faultless. ` The two Illicit Processes of major and minor 
‘in English logic are distinctly fallacies of this latter kind. Again 
_there are other fallacies which are as it were extra-logical, and 
which cannot be said to belong to particular terms, either because 
a premise is false in fact though correct in form as in a Petitio 
„Principii, or because the argument is totally irrelevant, as in an 
Jgnoratio Elenchi. What place is provided for these in Sanskrit 
.logic? Oris it that they were not regarded as fallacies in India ? 
-The latter case is certainly not possible, for an argument once 
invalid is invalid wherever you go. So that either these fallacies 
must be included in some one or other of the five classes of हेत्वा- 
"भास mentioned above, or there must be a separate group or 
groups of fallacies not alluded to by Annambhatta. A perusal of 
, the standard works on Nyaya shows that both surmises are parti- 
ally true. Like the हेत्वाभासs some writers treat of other kinds 
of armas also, such.as a पक्षाभास and a दृष्टान्ताभास, which are as 
much fallacies as the हेत्वाभास$ and many of which have their exact 





1, Sec Note 2 under Sect, 43, p. 222 Supra, 
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equivalents in English logic. And that is just as it should be, for 
if the हेतु is liable to be mis-conceived and mis-stated, so are the 
पक्ष, the साध्य and the दृष्टान्त. Many of these ammas and especi- 
ally those of दृष्टान्त are enumerated in old works. Again Gotama 
mentions numerous fallacies of argument under the two heads of. 
जाति and निग्रहस्थान, of which the verras form only a subdivision. 
Apart from these there are found in practice many complex cases 
of bad reasoning such as अन्योन्याश्रय, अनवस्था and चक्रक, Strictly. 
speaking therefore the so-called हेत्वाभास mentioned in Nyaya 
manuals form only a part of the possible fallacies. 
4. A little consideration, however, will show that all the 
varieties of आभास can be reduced to a. 


All fallacies re- हेत्वाभास. A fallacy, in whatever part of the 
ducible to hetvà- syllogism it may lie, can be stating the syllo- 
bhosas. gism in a logical form be reduced to some. 


improper use of the middle term in one or - 
both the premises. The middle term, being the link which connects 
the subject and the predicate of the conclusion, determines in fact 
the character of the whole syllogism; and so if the latter is invalid 
the invaliditiy must in one way or another arise from some defect. 
in the connecting link. Not that other parts of the syllogism may 
not be faulty, but the faults can, by re-stating the syllogism in a 
suitable form, be transferred to the middle term. This is rendered 
much easier in the Sanskrit syllogism than in the English, owing: 
to the peculiar form of the former. The chief thing required for a- 
valid अनुमिति in Sanskrit is a correct परामशै ; and a maA, which. 
is composed of three constituent elements, पक्षता, पक्षधर्मता and. 
व्याप्ति, is correct only when its three components are faultless. . 
Hence all the faults of a syllogism must belong to some one of these. 
three things. When the fault lies in the पक्षधर्मता or हेतुता, it is. 
of course’ 8 हेत्वाभास proper. The fault lies in पक्षता only when. 
the पक्ष or minor term is a totally unreal thing, such as गगनारविन्द 
or when it is a thing on which the Kg does not reside. Either way’ 
the हेतु Or middle term cannot be predicated of the minor, and the 
two cases fall under आश्रयासिद्ध and स्वरूपासिद्ध respectively. A 
third case occurs in English logic, namely that of Illicit Process of 














1. Sce for instances of these Nyda Biudu-Tika, Bibl. Ind., p. 91 ef. seq. 
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minor in which the term is undistributed in the premise, though 
distributed in the conclusion. But this case is not possible in the 
Sanskrit syllogism, because there, as has been already pointed out, 
the पक्ष or minor termis always universal. The minor premise, 
i.e. the हतुवाक्य, being always in the universal affirmative, minor 
term is never undistributed in the premise. Lastly when the fault 
lies in the व्यापि, it can always be traced to a व्यमिचरित or a 
सोपाधिक हेतु. 

5. Leaving aside all material or non-Logical fallacies which 

are ultimately reducible to some fault in the 

Fallacies in Buro- व्यापि, the strictly Logical or formal fallacies 
pean Logic. recognized by European logicians fall under 
te four heads, 1. Undistributed middle, 2. the 
two Illicit Processes ( of major and minor ), 3. Negative premises 
for affirmative conclusion and vice versa, and 4, four or more 

"terms. Now the first of these expressly pertains to the middle 
term, while the Jilicit Processes have been shown to be impossible 
in Sanskrit. The Illicit major is impossible, because if the major 
term is to be distributed in the conclusion, the conclusion must be 
negative; but a negative conclusion is inadmissible in Nyaya logic. 
An Illicit minor would require an undistributed minor term in 
the premise which is also impossible in Sanskrit. The other two 
kinds are re-solvable into Ambiguous Middle. All the semi- 
logical fallacies also come under Ambiguous Middle, So all possi- 
ble fallacies are reduced to three classes, non-logical fallacies 
coming under व्याप्तिदोष, the Undistributed Middle and the Ambig- 
uous Middle. Of these the Undistributed Middle is not possible in 
Sanskrit, as the व्याप्तिवाक्य which corresponds to the major premise 
is always in the form of a universal proposition, and must have a 
universal middle for its subject. But more of this later. The 
Ambiguous Middle is nothing more than an असिद्ध or अप्रसिद्ध हेतु 
Thus we see that all fallacies are ultimately reducible to some 
defect in the हेतु or middle term. The same can be shown to hold 
good in the English syllogism if all the moods are reduced to the 
only valid and proper mood, Barbara. 


I. See Note on p. 274, Supra. 
.2. Whately, Elements of Logic, Bk. IIT, $2. 
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6. Now let us consider the fallacies mentioned in the older 
works on Nyaya, which do not apparently 

Fallacies mentioned belong to the हेतु. The twenty-four जातिs 
in old works. mentioned by Gotama! are nothing more 
than arguments based on false analogy or 

false distinction, and can be easily reduced to हेत्वाभास. Of the 
twenty-two निग्रहृस्थानs or points where an adversary can be caught 
or defeated, some like अर्थान्तर, yarn and frm are merely 
tricks usually resorted to by a disputant in order to confound his 
rival, and which his rival is therefore taught to expose at once. 
Others like अविज्ञातार्थ, अननुभाषण, अप्रतिभा and पर्यनुयोज्योपेक्षण are 
only possible in long continued controversies, and have nothing to 
do with the syllogism. They are dialectical lapses rather than 
fallacies of a particular argument, and belong therefore to the pro- 
vince of Rhetoric, not Logic. Only seven of these twenty-two 
‘catching points’ viz. प्रतिज्ञाहानि, प्रतिज्ञान्तर, प्रतिज्ञाविरोध, प्रतिज्ञा- 
संन्यास, हेत्वन्तर, अपसिद्धान्त and हेत्वाभास, can have any pretensions 
to be called logical fallacies. Of these the first four and the last 
but one are manifestly cases where the disputant is inconsistent 
with himself, and his conclusion does not therefore follow from his 
premises. हेत्वन्तर occurs where he employs one हेतु in gaa and 
another in the snf]. All these are cases of व्यमिचरित हेतु. The 
fallacies proper are therefore included in the last निग्रहस्थान, named 
हेत्वाभास. Similarly it can be shown that there can be no पक्षाभास 
or व्याप्याभास or दृष्टान्तामास apart from the Faria. पक्षाभास or a 
misleading minor falls under आश्रयासिद्ध. व्याप्याभास OF false gene- 
ralization is nothing but a व्यमिचरित or असिद्ध व्याप्ति, and is inclu- 
ded in अनेकान्तिक or व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध हेत्वाभास. इृष्टान्ताभास also falls 
under the same, as itis not a दोष in itself, but acts by vitiating 
the व्याप्ति. If we say fre: शब्दोऽमूर्तत्वात्‌ घटवत्‌ , the example घट 
is a दृष्टान्तमास, because neither साध्य nor साधन exists on घट. 
Again, if we say रागादिमानयं पुरुषों मरणधमंत्वाद्रथ्यापुरुषवतू , the zur 
पुरुष is a दृष्टान्ताभास because रागादिमत्त्व being doubtful in the man 
passing in the street, the दृष्टान्त is not निश्चितसाध्यवान्‌ All such 
cases of false or doubtful instances give rise to व्यमिचरितन्यासि and 
go under अनैकान्तिक or sf. There are some miscellaneous falla- . 


EO 
. 1. G SVL 1; and T. D., p. 64. 
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cies such as साधनाप्रसिद्धि, साध्याप्रसिद्धि ४०. which are असिद्ध हेतुऽ 
under different names. Lastly the complex fallacies known as 
अन्योन्याश्रय, अनवस्था, and चक्रक are only series of two or more 
invalid syllogisms. In this way the five हेत्वाभास& named in the 
text can be shown to include all the possible cases of fallacious 
arguments. 


7. The narrowing down of the circle of fallacies to the single 
head of हेतुदोष has the great advantage of 

The advantage of facilitating their detection." In the English 
the five-fold classi- syllogism you have first to examine all the 
fication, three terms separately, then the form of each 
| premise, and then the material truth of the 
major premise. In Sanskrit you have only to look to a single term 
namely the xg, and see whether it possesses all the five requisites 
of a good हेतु. If it lacks any one of them you can at once prono- 
unce that the argument is invalid. Then find out which requisite 
is wanting. If पक्षधर्मत्व is absent, the fallacy is either आश्रयासिद्ध 
07 स्वरूपासिद्ध. 11 सपक्षसत्त्व is wanting, it is असाधारण or अनुपसंहारि. 
If विपक्षव्यावृत्ति is not found, it is साधारणानेकान्तिक Or व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. 
In विरुद्ध the व्याप्ति is just the opposite of that assumed, and hence 
you will find both agara and विपक्षव्यात्रत्ति 710: only absent, but 
actually reversed, that is, you will find सपक्षव्याबृत्ति and विपक्षसत्त्व. 
The last two हेत्वाभास$ are only special cases of false or imperfect 
generalization. Of these varieties the two that are most insidious 
and occur most frequently in practice are साधारण and व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध; 
and as these are caused by incorrect generalization, you have only 
to state the व्यापि in the form already provided यद्यत्‌ तत्तत्‌. Or यत्र 
यत्र--तत्र तत्र and then see whether the व्यापि as stated is warranted 
by experience. If it is not, itis व्यमिचरित and the syllogism is in- 
valid. In the Aristotelian syllogism the multiplication of figures 
and moods only breeds confusion and makes the detection of falla- 
cies often difficult. The Naiyayikas, profiting by the vast resources 
of the Sanskrit language, have considerably minimized this diffi- 
culty by providing a single form of syllogism which is both the 
simplest and the most elastic at the same time. It is capable of 
conveying even the most complex ideas in the fewest words possible. 
For example nothing is more difficult in English than to abvert a 
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proposition, that is, to change an affirmative into negative and 
vice versa; and yet in Sanskrit you can do this at once by simply 
adding अभाव to the word. This has enabled the Naiyayikas to 
dispense with all negative moods and thus reduce the syllogism to 
the single form Barbara) They have thereby avoided all fallacies 
arising from non-distribution of terms. In this way they have 

‘narrowed the circle of formal fallacies to the single case of 
‘ambiguous middle,’ and reduced all material fallacies to a 


व्यभिचरित or असिद्ध व्याप्ति. 

8. It is a useful exercise to convert the Aristotelian and the 
Sanskrit syllogisms into each other. They 
Conversion of Nai- have each its special characteristics, and all- 
yayikas and Aristo- owance must be made for them before an 
telian syllogisms, English syllogism is converted into Sanskrit 
or vice versa. The principal rule of conver- 
sion is, “ Always reduce an English syllogism to the form Barbara 
before converting it into Sanskrit, and conversely when a Sanskrit 
न्याय is to be put into an English garb, make such modifications as 
are necessary to put it in the most natural form sanctioned by the 
rules of English logic." In a valid argument the rule may be 
sometimes ignored without much inconvenience, but when the 
argument is fallacious, its neglect is likely to mislead the student 
by making the detection of fallacies difficult. The most striking 
difference between English and Sanskrit logic is the absence in the 
latter of any distinction corresponding to the formal and material 
fallacies, or as Aristotle termed them, fallacies im dictione (in 
form ) and those extra dictionem (outside form). The reason of 
this has been already explained. The form of the Sanskrit syllog- 
ism is so strict and circumscribed that an argument put into it is 
at once reduced to a mere mathematical equation. The chance of 
any fallacy lurking in words is therefore reduced to a minimum. 
Whately divides the formal fallacies into two groups, one of purely 
logical, comprising the two Illicit processes and the Undistributed 
middle, and the other of Ambiguous middle, called semi-logical. 
We have seen that fallacies of the first group are totally absent in - 

Sanskrit since they are strictly formal. The semi-formal or semi- 


1. Vide Note p. 274, Supra. 
TS..4] 
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logical fallacy of ambiguous middle is found, exactly because it is 
partly material; and even that, when stated in Sanskrit, assumes 
the character of a material fallacy, namely सोपाधिकहेतु. The 
ambiguity of the middle term becomes the उपाधि in Sanskrit, and 
when once that उपाधि is ascertained, we immediately know that 
the व्याप्ति is व्यमिचरित, which is a material fallacy. Not that no 
formal fallacies are possible in Sanskrit. There are some of them 
of the kind known in English as the fallacy of four terms or 
paronymous terms; but when analysed they are reduced to either 
स्वरूपासिद्ध or व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. 

9, Now we shall illustrate our remarks by a few examples :— 
क I. Take an Illicit Process of Major : 
. Examples of Eng- Whatever is‘ universally believed is true; 
lish syllogism. God’s existence is not universally believed ; 


७. It is not true. 


Or stated more simply :— 
All universally-believed things are true ; 
God's existence is not à universally-believed thing; 


.*, Gods existence is not true. 

This is an invalid mood (A E E) of the first figure and the 
major term ‘true’ is distributed in the conclusion but undistri- 
buted in the premise. As we must have all affirmative proposi- 
tions in Sanskrit, obvert the minor premise and the conclusion 
in the above; so we have:— 

All universally-believed things are true ; 
God's existence is a not-universally-believed thing 
^. God's existence is a not-true (untrue) thing. 

Translated into Sanskrit this will run :—: 


इश्वरसत्वमप्रमाणम्‌ | 
| असर्वपरिगृहीतत्वात्‌ or सवैपरियृही तत्वाभावात्‌ | 
यत्र यत्र सर्वपरिगृहीतत्व॑ तन्न प्रमाणत्वम्‌ यथा घटादौ ।, 


Here it will be seen that the व्याप्ति is not proper because the 
two terms in it do not correspond to हेतु and साध्य, But the 
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.general proposition is true; hence its correct व्यतिरेक will be यत्र 
यत्राप्रमाणत्व॑तत्र तत्र सर्वपरिगृहीतत्वाभावः; that is, अप्रमाणत्व which is 
the साध्य in the syllogism here is सर्वपरिगृहीतत्वाभावव्याप्य 7. e. साधन- 
व्याप्य. Thus the हेतु in this syllogism is the व्यापक of साध्य 
and not साध्यव्याप्य, as it always is in a valid syllogism; hence it 
is सोपाधिक or व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध. Or after translating the syllogism into 
Sanskrit, we may supply a व्याप्ति of our own that will suit it, 
namely यत्र यत्र सर्वपरिगृद्दीतत्वाभावस्तत्राप्रमाणत्वम्‌ यथा SRSA. 
Here if we had any विपक्षदृष्टान्त where the हेतु ( असर्वपरिगृहीतत्व ) 
co-existed for certain with the साध्याभाव (samea), the fallacy 
would have been साधारण. Now the व्यतिरेक of this latter व्याप्ति 
is यत्र यत्र प्रमाणत्वं तत्र सर्वपरिगृह्दीतत्वम्‌, which when retranslated 
into English becomes : * All true things are universally believed”; 
but this is not the true converse of the major premise already 
given, and hence it is false. Thus an Illicit process of major in 
English becomes व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध in Sanskrit; while a व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध, 
when converted into English, will be either an Illicit major or a 
material fallacy, named by Whately the Fallacy of undue 
assumption. 


II. Take now an example of an “ ambiguous middle”. 
All angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles ; 
AB Cis an angle of a triangle ; 
.. A B C is equal to two right angles. 
This is called a Fallacy of Division and Composition, because 


the middle term, ‘angles of a triangle’ is taken collectively in 
the major and distributively in the minor premise. 


In Sanskrit it will be :— 


अयं कोणो द्विसमकोणसमः | 
523 `. ` „ न्रिकोणस्थितकोणत्वात्‌। 
ये ये त्रिकोणस्थिताः कोणास्ते द्विसमकोणसमाः | 
This is खरूपासिद, and the fallacy at once appears by ex- 


pressing the व्याप्ति correctly यत्र यत्र त्रिकोणस्थितकोणसमुदायत्व॑ तत्र द्विसम- 
कोणसमत्वम्‌ . The real साध्यव्याप्य wg is not "कोण simply but 'कोण- 


समुदाय, which does not exist on the पक्ष hence the हेतु is स्वरूपाः , 


om 


Le 
w 
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सिद्ध. Or you can say that the real हेतु is त्रिकोणास्थितकोणान्यतरत्व, 
which is not साध्यव्याप्य; and then the fallacy will be असाधारण 


II. Take another example of an “ambiguous middle", 
called Fallacia accidentis or Fallacia a dicto secundum quid ad 
' dictum simpliciter :— 
What is bought in the market is eaten ; 
Raw meat is bought in the market; 
७, Raw meat is eaten. 
Which converted into Sanskrit becomes :— 


क्रव्यं भक्षणीयम्‌ | 
आपणक्रीतत्वात्‌ | 
यद्यदापणक्रीतं तत्तद्भक्षणीयम्‌ | 
Here the हेतु is सोपाधिक and the व्यापि is incorrect because 
there is an implied condition भक्षणयोग्यत्वे सति. In the original, 
the middle term, ‘a thing bought in the market’ implies in the 
major premise '*as to its substance only", in the minor “ 85 to 
its condition and circumstances”. It is therefore ambiguous, ; 


IV. Take this argument in a circle :— 
Every rule has exceptions; 
This is a rule; 


^". This rule ( viz. that every rule has exceptions) 
has exceptions. 


=. Some rules have no exceptions. 
In Sanskrit it will be :— 
नियममात्रं व्यभिचरतीति नियमो व्यभिचारी | 
नियमत्वात्‌ | 
यन्न यत्र Rama तत्र तन्न व्यभिचारित्वम्‌। 
This is साधारण because there is no विपक्षदृष्टान्त on which both 
साध्य and साधन are known to be absent. 
V. Take another case of an Ambiguous middle. 
Water is liquid ; 
Ice is water ; 
7 +° Ice is liquid. 


ee 
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This is equal (0: 
हिमं RIET | 
जलीयत्वात्‌ 
यद्यज्जलीये WAST यथा सरित्समुद्रादि | 


This is also साधारण, for we know that जलीयत्व resides on the 


_ विपक्ष करकादि where there is 10 द्रवत्व. 


VI. Take this syllogism in the third figure :— 


All books are liable to err ; 
All books are human productions ; 


*. All human productions are liable to err. 

Here the conclusion is right but it does nof follow from the 
premises, theonly legitimate conclusion from them being * Some 
human productions etc.,’ when it will be Darapti in the Third 
Figure. The fallacy is Jllicit Minor. Translated into Sanskrit, 
the above syllogism will be :— 

मानवक्तिमात्रे प्रमादाईस्‌। 

पुस्तकत्वा l. 

यत्र यत्न पुस्तकत्वे तन्न तत्र प्रमादाईत्वम्‌। 
This is clearly भागासिद्ध. 


VII. Lastly take this stock instance of Undistributed 
Middle :— 
All is not gold that glitters; 
Glass glitters ; 


^. Glass is not gold. 
. = Some things that glitter are not goldy 
Glass is a thing that glitters ; 
.*. Glass is not gold. 
= काचो-न सुवर्णम्‌ । 
तेजस्वित्वात्‌ | 
यत्र यत्र तेजस्वित्व॑ तत्र तत्र सुवणसखभावः यथा दवीरके। 


Here the व्याप्ति 15 व्यमिचरित, because there is no विपक्षदृष्टान्त on 
which तेजस्वित्व is absent, and hence the fallacy is साधारण, 
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10. To convert a Sanskrit syllogism into: English is much 
Jiamples of easier because there you have the argument 
Sanskrit Syllogism. already put into a syllogistic form. 
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I. Thus take for example :— 
यागीया Raia जनिका। 
हिंसात्वात्‌। 
या या हिंसा साधमेस्य जनिका । 
This is सोपाधिक with निषिद्धल as उपाधि, and will become in 
English :— : 
Animal-killing is sinful; 
- A sacrifice is killing of an animal; 
.'. A sacrifice is sinful. 


-- Here if you insert“ all’ before the subject in the major pre- 
misé, it becomes false, and the fallacy is that of undue assumption ; 
or the word ‘killing’ may be said to be used in two different 
senses in the major and minor premises, when it is ‘ ambiguous 
middle’ or ‘the fallacy of four terms’. If you do not insert ° all” 
in the major premise, then it is a fallacy of Undistributed middle. 


II. Or take an असाधारण सव्यभिचार :-- 
जीवच्छरीरं व्यापारव॒त्‌। 
प्राणादिमत्त्वात्‌ | 

` यद्यत्‌ प्राणादिमत्तद्वयापारवत्‌। 
Which in English is equal to :— 
All living things have motion; 
Our body is a living thing; 
.". Our body has motion. 


Here[the major term is not distributed in the premise and 
hence the fallacy is an 7/licit processes of major. The illustrations 
given in this as well as in the last preceding note will show that 
no hard and fast rule can be laid down as to the correspondence 
of any हेत्वाभास with any particular English fallacy or vice versa. 
It isthe mode of conversion that determines them, and cases often 
occur in which the same हेत्वाभास when converted differently 

‘gives different fallacies. ; ud 
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Comparison is the immediate Cause of Analogy. Analogy is the 
knowledge of the connection of a name with the object denoted by 
it. The knowledge of similarity is its proximate Cause. The recollec- 
tion of an authoritative direction is the intermediate operation. 


1. The third kind of proof is Comparison which is * the 
immediate cause of the apprehension ( ag- 
Analogy and भव) known as Analogy’. Analogy is de- 
‘Comparison, fined as ‘ the knowledge of the relation 
existing between a name (संज्ञा-गवयपद ) and 
the thing denoted by it (संज्ञी-गवयपद्वाच्यः). The immediate 
cause of this is the knowledge of the similarity of गवय with गो 
which is therefore called उपमान, The process of acquiring this 
ऊपमिति may be described thus: A man who has never seen a 
gayal, nor knows what it is like, is told by some forester ( who 
being daily familiar with gayals is आप्त * worthy to be believed °) 
that a gayal ( Bos Gaveas) is like a cow. He then goes to a 
forest and there sees a strange animal unknown to him before. 
He then perceives in that animal some resemblance to the cow 
which of course he knows full well. The perception of this simi- 
Jarity with the cow reminds him of the former direction ( अतिदेश- 
वाक्य ) of the forester that a gayal is like a cow. Then combining 
this reminiscence with his actual perceptive knowledge of similarity 
between the cow and the new animal, he at last concludes that the 
animal which he sees before him is a gayal. This last cognition 
namely “ This a gayal "is the उपमिति, for itis a knowledge of 
-the denotative relation of the word gayal with the object per- 
‘ceived. “ This is a gayal (a4 गवयः)” means “ This. object bears 
the name, or is denoted by the name gayal (अयं गवयपदवाच्यः) ”, 
thatis, there exists between this object and the word gayal the 
relation of denotation (वाच्यवाचकर्माव ). This relation is the सज्ञा- 
' संज्ञिसंबन्ध, and the knowledge of it is उपमिति, Two previous cog- 
nitions are required to produce this उपमिति, namely, the verbal 
knowledge of the forester’s direction ( अतिदेशवाक्यार्थज्ञान ) and the 
actual perception of the resemblance to the cow that was existing 
in the animal gayal. 
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Both these previous cognitions are indispensable to a valid 
2. Bo analogy; but the question still remains 


` The proximate 


use of Upamiti. which is सहकारि, that is, which is more 
ca 


immediate, and which is only accessory. The 
‘ent and the modern schools of Naiyayikas are diametrically 
ee on this point; the former, i. e. the ancients, regard अति- 
UNT as the करण and साइश्यज्ञान as सहकारि, while the 
moderns prefer just the opposite view. The recollection of the अति- 
देशवाक्याथ is of course the व्यापार according to both. Annambhatta 
here evidently accepts the view of the moderns, for he expressly 
says that the साइश्यज्ञान, 7. e. गवयनिष्ठ-गोसादृइयप्रत्यक्ष, is the करण 
of उपमिति, He does not, however, seem to follow the moderns in 
taking the exact form of the उपमिति to be गवयो गवयपदवाच्यः, 
and not अयं or wat गवयपदवाच्यः, the difference between the two 
being that-the second cognition would inform him that the parti- 
cular object alone is denoted by gayal, while the first conveys that 
the whole class of which that object is an individual is denoted by 
the name gayal. Visvanatha, who is a modern in toto, says 4 eri 
गवयपदवाच्य इत्युपमितिः । गवयान्तरे We WR. Although 
the करण of उपभिति is declared to be the साइृइ्यज्ञान, it is not the 
sole करण, for an उपमिति may arise even from a knowledge of dis- 
similarity or a mere peculiarity, Hence S. C. divides उपमान ( 3q- 
मितिकरण ) into three kinds: तच्चोपमानं त्रिविधम्‌| सादृश्यविशिष्टपिण्ड- 
ज्ञानं असाधारणधर्मविरिष्टपिण्डज्ञानं वेधर्म्यविशिष्टपिण्डज्ञानं च. “ उपमान is of 
three kinds, viz. the knowledge of an animal possessing (1) a 
similarity, (2) a peculiar property or (3) a dissimilarity.’ गोसइशो 
गवयः is an example of the first kind; that of the second is नासि- 
काळसदेकञ्चङ्गः MATT: (a rhinoceros has one horn adorning its nose ); 
the example of a dissimilarity would be Set नाश्वादिवत्समानपृष्ठहस्व^ 
ग्रीवशरीरः (a camel does not possess a level back and a short neck 
like a horse) The word साइृइय in the text is therefore to be 
taken as illustrative ( उपलक्षण) of the other two. 
3. In accepting उपमान and शब्द as independent proofs 
Comparison as an — Annambhatta follows Gotama. The Vaisesikas 
independent proof. as well as the Samkhyas do not accept 


oo 


l. S. M., Calc. ed., p. 78. 





which of these is the करण of उपमिति, and: 


ah 


SECT. LIX. | Notes 429 


उपमान as a separate proof. They include it under अनुमान. 
Vacaspati explains this view thus: गवयशंव्दो गोसदृदास्य वाचक इति San: 
सोऽप्यनुमानमेव | यो हि शब्दो यत्र वृद्धैः प्रयुज्यते सोऽसति वृत्त्यन्तरे तस्य वाचकः | 


यथा गोराव्दो गोत्वस्य । प्रयुज्यते चैवं गवयशब्दो गोसइश इति तस्यैव वाचक इति 
तज्ज्ञानमनुमानमेव । ? 


The Naiyayika's reply to this argument may be given in 
Nilakantha’s words :— वैशेषिकास्तु पदवाच्यत्वव्याप्यसाइङ्यादिपरामर्शा- 
त्पदवाच्यत्वस्यानुमितिरेवातो नोपमानं प्रमाणान्तरमिस्याहः । det, व्याप्तिः 
ज्ञानमन्तरेणापि पदवाच्यत्वप्रमितेरनुभवसिद्धत्वात्‌- The अनुमान as framed 
by the Vaisesikas would be अयं पिण्डो गवयपदवाच्यः | गोसाइश्यात्‌ । 
यत्र यत्र गोसादृइयं तत्र गवयपदवाच्यत्वम्‌. But our daily experience 
tells us that such a व्याप्ति is not necessarily true nor is it essential 
for the knowledge that a certain word denotes a certain object. 
Hence उपमान is different from अनुमान, The fact is that the 
concepts derived from analogy are generally approximate or ten- 
tative only, not positive like those of perception or inference. 
They are very useful in practical life, and a distinct proof must be 
assumed to account for them. Udayanacarya from whom Annam- 
bhatta has borrowed his definition of उपमिति has made this clear 
in the following verse in Kusumanjali :— 


संबन्धस्य परिच्छेदः संज्ञायाः संज्ञिना सह | 
्त्यक्षादेर साध्यत्वादुपमानफरूं fae: ॥* 
The certain knowledge ( परिच्छेद ) of संज्ञासज्ञिसंवन्य is regarded 


as the result of an independent proof उपमान, because it cannot be 
obtained by any other known proof such as Perception. 





SEor. LIX, शाब्दः . 


Word is a sentence spoken by an authority. Authority is a 
person who speaks truth. Sentence is a group of words, e. g. 
bring a cow. Word is a thing having power (of conveying 
meaning). Power is a convention made by God that a certain 
sense be understood from a certain word. 


1. Sathkhya-Tat. K., p. 278. 
2. Kus., Gowell's Ed. III, 8 and 31. 
TS.-42 
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_ J. The author now proceeds to the fourth proof, Word. Tt is 
ie defined as “ the sentence or proposition of 
(uttered by) a credible or authoritative 
3 person.” An ‘authoritative person’ (आप्त) 
agaii is ** he who speaks the truth. $ Truth ( यथार्थ = यथाभूतोऽर्थः) 
is “an. object as it exists in reality. z The verbal knowledge 
(शाब्दबोध ) of truth is the representation of a thing just as it exists. 
_ "A proposition (शब्द) which conveys such true verbal knowledge 
js यथार्थवचन, and he who asserts such a proposition is यथार्थवक्ता or 
am. V. V. therefore defines an आप्त as प्रकृतवाक्यार्थविषयकयथार्थ- 
शान्दबोधविपयकतात्पर्यवान्‌, ‘he who conveys a meaning (and), 
that is the subject of a true verbal knowledge concerning the sense 
of the sentence uttered ’; that is, a person is आप्त when the words 
spoken by him convey यथाथैशाव्दबोध, and a शाब्दवोध is यथार्थ 
When it accords completely with the external reality of things. 
These definitions of आप्त and यथार्थ are very characteristic because 
they clearly show that according to Naiyayikas the ultimate test 
of the truth of verbal knowledge was not the authority attaching to 
the speaker himself, but the fact of his words being in harmony 
with the reality of things. Having defined an आप्त, the author 
defines a वाक्य as “a collocation of words such as ‘ Bring a cow,’ ” 
while a word is “that which possesses the power (शक्ति) of 
conveying a meaning. " 
* 2. These definitions of a वाक्य and a qq are very important, 
: i because they embody a particular theory of 
The Nyáya and शाब्दबोध which distinguishes the Naiyayikas 
Afsmàrhsü theories from other schools, and which has become 
of verbal knowledge, the subject of several interminable controve- 
rsies. The Naiyayikas are on this point 
particularly opposed to the Mimansakas who hold the doctrine of 
'पदानामन्वयविशिष्टे शक्तिः , while the Naiyayikas maintain the contrary 
view, पदानाभन्वय एव शक्ति: . 
3. The Mimainsa theory of the import of propositions is rather 
complicated. Along with the grammarians 
The two theories ‘they hold that the verb is the principal word 
contrasted, in a proposition (आख्यातप्रधानं वाक्यं), because 
it is the" verb: that forms the copula as it 


, Word. 


Mat 
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were to connect a number of words into a sentence. If one only 
says देवदत्तः मामम्‌, we can make nothing out of those disconnected 
words ; but as soon as the verb गच्छति is added, the whole forms a 
connected proposition conveying the idea of Devadatta’s motion 
tothe town. The idea of motion is the chief significance of the 
sentence, the word देवदत्त and ग्राम simply serving to specify and 
define as it were that motion. गच्छति denotes ‘motion’ in general; 
the addition of देवदच limits the sense to the motion of a particular 
individual, while the further addition of zr still more restricts 
this limited motion of an individual to one in a particular direction 
and towards a particular place. The whole sentence thus means 
देवदत्तकतृंक-ग्रामकर्मक-गमन किया, in which क्रिया is the विशेष्य while the 
other two expressions simply act as limiting qualifications. All 
the words of a sentence are interdependent, because the predicate 
is too vague and general to convey any sense unless otherwise 
determined, while the substantives and other words are nearly 
subordinate members of the sentence. By themselves the words 
of a sentence import nothing, but placed in the sentence they 
denote the क्रिया as happening in a particular thing. Thus घट 
alone signifies nothing, but when we join घटम with आनय, we at 
once know it to be आनयनक्रियानिरूपितकर्मव्यक्ति, that is, we know 
घट not independently, but only as standing in some relation to the 
action of * bringing.’ When each word is thus apprehended, as 
related in some way to the क्रिया we get the meaning of the whole 
sentence in the form of that क्रिया as conditioned and particularized 
by the several substantives. This doctrine is expressed by saying 
क्रियान्वित एव पदानां शाक्तिः, or as Annambhatta puts it at the end of his 
commentary, इतरा (क्रिया-) न्विते शक्तिरिति प्राभाकराः - 


4. The followers of Gotama, adds T. D., deny the necessity of 
thus apprehending each word separately before combining them in 
a sentence, when the meaning of the whole sentence can as well 
be conveyed at once in the form of the collective sense of all the 
words; that is, according to Naiyayikas the शक्ति resides in the अन्वय 
itself, and not in the अन्वितपदड. Single words, say they, like घट, पट 
etc., convey no sense, not because they are अनन्वित, but because the 
three requisites of शाब्दबोध, namely agn, संनिधि and योग्यता, are 
not satisfied. A proposition or sentence is nothing but a number 
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of significant words ( शक्तपद) which possess amigi, योग्यता and 
संनिधि; and the collective meaning of such words will be appre- 
hended even though there be no क्रियावाचकपद in the sentence, 
e. 8. कान्च्यां त्रिसुवनतिलको भूपतिः, which designates a king in the 
town of Kaiic] without attributing any action to him. Similarly 
we say त्रयः कालाः , although no क्रियावाचकपद can be supplied there 
for the only possible verbs applicable to त्रयः कालाः are सन्ति or 
(जीवेन ) ज्ञायन्ते, but the first is inapplicable, as there is no specifica- 
tion in त्रयः कालाः of any particular time, past, present or future, 
while ज्ञायन्ते is inappropriate, because ‘time’ is unknowable by 
human beings. There can therefore be no क्रियान्वय in त्रयः कालाः 
and yet the words convey a sense because the above three requi- 
sites are satisfied. According to Mimamsakas and grammarians 
a proposition is धात्वर्थमुख्यविशेष्यक, that is, चत्रस्तण्डुल॑ पचति would 
` be interpreted 85 चैत्रकर्तुक-तण्डुल्कर्मंक-पाकक्रिया. But the above ex- 
ample shows that this is not always possible; and therefore in such 
cases a proposition 15 प्रथमान्तार्थमुख्यविशेष्यक only that is, the illus- 
tration would mean चैत्रनिष्ठकातिजन्यपाकजन्य-फल्शाली तण्डुलः. The 
consequence of this nice distinction is that according to Mimarm- 
sakas a क्रियावोधकवाक्य or विधिवाक्य is alone legitimate, while a 
सिद्धार्थवोधक वाक्य, which they call अर्थवाद, has no independent 
significance, and can exist only as a part of another क्रियावोधक- 
वाक्य. The Naiyayikas of course consider both kinds of sentences 
equally significant and independent. Hence the definition of a 
वाक्‍य in the text is ( शक्त) पदसमूहः, which implies, as V. V. says, 
that पदसमूहादेव शाब्दवोधो नेकसादिति भावः ‘Verbal knowledge is 
obtained not from one word (such asa क्रियावोषक ) but from all 
the words together. ? : 


5. Ona proper analysis it will be found that a proposition 
consists of a subject, a predicate and a copula, The predicate is 
always resolvable into an attribute residing in the subject and the 
copula is the connecting link showing the relation that exists bet- 
ween the subject and the attribute predicated of it, Thus in the 
sentence “Man is mortal”, the attribute of mortality is predicated 
of man, and the verb is the copula connecting the two. In मर्सत्व- 
वान्‌ मनुष्यः Or गमनशीलो देवदत्तः we denote substantives possessing 
attributes. This view is very similar to the Naiyayika doctrine. - 


T 


v 
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6. From the import of proposition we pass on to the import 
of single words. A word is defined asa thing 
that is am ‘having power or significance." 
But what is शक्ति! Annambhatta defines it 
as “ the convention made by God that such and such a meaning 
should be understood from such and such a word”, Some copies 
here read इंश्वरेच्छासंकेत:, but the word इच्छा is redundant as संकेत 
implies इच्छ. According to this definition language is the creation 
of God, and each word is capable of conveying a particular sense 
because God has so willed it. The definition is in accordance with 
the view of the ancients. The moderns say इच्छामात्रं शक्ति; mean- 
ing that even the will of man can give significance to wordsas in 
proper names like चैत्र, मैत्र, डित्थ etc. The ancients do not deny 
the significance of these latter kind of words, but call them simply 
पारिभापिक or conventional, while only those derived from God are 
शक्त in the proper sense of the term. But this is not quite satisfa- 
ctory, for one might say that although the two kinds of words may 
be named separately, no difference is really observable in their 
power of denoting particular objects. देवदत्त denotes an individual 
exactly in the same way as qz denotes a jar although one word is 
of human and the other of divine origin. A later writer therefore 
defends the ancient view by attributing even पारिभापिक words to 
divine origin. The author of Tarka-Praka$a says “ द्वादशेऽहनि 
पिता नाम कुर्यात्‌? इति थुतिः | तथा च, ‘ द्वादशाहःकालीर्नापत्राय्युचरितनाम- 


Import of words, 


, त्वादिना नामवाच्यः Rg: इद्याकारकेच्छ्येश्वरेण _ताइशश्ुुतिप्रणयनादाघुनिके- 


ऽपि नाम्नि ईश्वरसंकेतोऽस्येव. ” But this is going rather too far, or, as 
Sanskritists say, कुराकाशावलम्वन, supporting one absurdity by anos 
ther. We know that new phraseology is invented by men in 
different countries to convey new ideas or denote new inventions 
and discoveries. Innumerable words unknown before are thus 
added to the language. The existence of many distinct and uncon- 
nected languages in the world is the strongest proof of the absurd- 
ity of the theory of a divine origin of any particular language. 
7. Itis probably to avoid this controversy that our author 
gives another and a better definition of शक्ति 
Another definition, in the commentary अर्थस्मृत्यनुकूलः पदपदार्थ- 
संबन्धः शाक्तिः ९ Power is the relation of a word 


J, Bhimiicarya, Nydya-kosa, 2nd ed., p. 782, 
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andan object, that always serves to revive the memory of that 
‘object ( whenever the word is spoken)’. This definition, says 
‘Nilakantha, is purposly made vague so as to apply to शक्ति, 
whether it is regarded as an independent पदार्थ as the Mimamsakas 
do, or whether itis identified with the will that makes the con- 
vention, as the Naiyayikas hold. The Mimamsaka's arguments 
for regarding शक्ति as a separate पदार्थ are summed up in the 
couplet:— 

न द्रव्यं गुणवृत्तित्वादू quedam । 

सामान्यादिषु aAa सिद्धभावान्तरं हि सा॥ 


Power is not a substance as qualities inhere (in them); it 
is also distinct from qualities and actions. It resides in genus 
and other categories. It must therefore be regarded as a separate 
category. 

The Naiyayikas, however, refuse to recognize शक्ति as a separate 
category on the ground that, as each substance e. g. पङ्कज, कुमुद etc. 
is the object of several Ws, to accept the independent existence 
of them all would involve गौरव. शक्ति is therefore properly speak- 
ing only a power in a word to denote the meaning imposed upon it 
by divine or human will. 


` 8. But the question still remains where this संकेतरूपा शक्ति is 
: apprehended, In other words, what does a 
Conflicting theories. ‘Word like yz denote primarily: the object 
; jar, or the common property jar-ness that 
resides in it, or both together ? This is an important question as it 
lies at the basis of the several antagonistic theories of शाव्दवोध 
Proposed by different schools. The opinions on this point are as 
various and numerous as opinions can possibly be on any single 
topic. Of these views four are the most important, namely केवळ- 
“जाति, केवल्व्यक्ति, जातिविशिष्टव्यक्ति and अपोह. The first is adopted by 
the Mimarmsakas, the second by modern Naiyayikas, the third by 
‘ancient Naiyayikas, and the last belongs to the Bauddhas. The 
advocates of each of these views look at the significant word from 
different standpoints. When one Says घटमानय, the speaker un- 
doubtedly desires the thing, jar, and not the class-notion, jar-ness to 
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be brought to him. That the व्यक्ति ‘jar’ must be somehow or 
other implied by the word घट is therefore necessary, for unless it 
is so implied the hearer can never fetch the object. Modern 
Naiyayikas rely on this simple fact, and say that the word घट 
primarily denotes the घटव्यक्ति, The capacity of being the subject 
of any act ( अर्थक्रियाकारित्व) resides in the concrete object व्यक्ति 
alone, and hence it is the व्यक्ति on which the संकेत is made. But 
there are insuperable objections to this view. If घट denotes a 
particular घटव्यक्ति, we would ‘require as many separate words as 
there are jars in the world and the संकेत on each would have to be 
learnt separately as they can have no connection with each other: 
As a matter of fact, however, there is only one word घट, and when 
we once know its significance as expressing a कम्वुयीवादिमद्वस्तु, We 
apply it to denote all objects having that shape. ye therefore de- 
notes not à particular घटव्यक्ति, but the property कम्बुग्रीवादिमत्त्व 
Further the word घट conveys many notions besides that of the 
व्यक्ति; it implies that the thing denoted belongs to a particular 
class of substances having some common properties, and 1. 8150 
distinguishes the वय from other dissimilar substances. Thus the 
word qz performs three functions ; it points out a particular object 
jar, it signifies that the particular jar is similar to all the jars in - 
the world and it distinguishes that jar from all other things, such 
as stones, walls and trees. When we say गो we at once denote 
the गोव्यक्ति, the class-notion गोत्व, and the peculiarity सास्नादिमत्त्व 
which distinguishes a cow from other animals. In other words, गो 
signifies व्यक्ति, जाति and आकृति at the same time; or as a writer 
puts it, जातो व्यक्तौ वेशिष्टये च पदानां शक्तिः This was the view of 
the ancient Naiyayikas, and is apparently the one preferred by 
Annambhatta. 


9. According to modern Naiyayikas words denote the व्यक्ति 
only, and the attributes come in by implication; that is, words 
are primarily concrete names. But according to the जातिवादि 
Mimamsakas words are purely abstract names denoting the जाति 
only. The ancient Naiyayikas seem to have adopted a middle 
course between these extremes by holding that words denote 
neither wasan nor केवलजाति but जातिविरदिष्टव्याक्त, that is, a 
particular object घर as possessing the class-notion Wer. The 
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reason given by T. D. for rejecting the केवरूजातिवाद is, that the . 
actions of * bringing ’ and ‘ binding’, expressed in the propositions 
घटमानय and गौरनुवन्ध्यः, are possible in the respective =qfas only. 
If aword signified जाति only, the sentence would mean घटत्वमानय 
and गोत्वमनुवन्ध्यम्‌ , which is absurd because घटत्व and गोत्व can- 
not be separated from the concrete, objects. The Mimamsakas 
however, maintain that the fact घटत्व or गोत्व cannot be sepa- 
rated from the concrete object ( अविनाभाव) is exactly the reason 
why the significance of the word घट or गो should, for the sake of 
लाघव, be confined to the जाति, while the notion of व्यक्ति must be 
conveyed by आक्षेप or necessary implication. This view of जातावेव 
शक्तिर्व्यक्तिलाभस्वाक्षेपात was held by the Mimarhsakas, grammarians 
and rhetoricians, and is rejected by Annambhatta. 


10. The last of the four views mentioned above which was 
held by the Bauddhas was that the primary import of words was 
only अपोह or अतद्व्यावृत्ति, distinction of all other different objects 
from it. What do we understand, they argued, by a word such 
89 घट? Not an external object, because we never really know 
external objects; nor the जाति, because जाति is nothing more 
than a mere conception formed by our mind and imposed upon 
what we call external objects. What we then really signifies is 
that a certain thing possesses some peculiarities which distinguish 
it from all other things. We never know what घट or gzq is; 
we only know what it is not, viz. that itis not yz or कुड्य. We 
have therefore only a negative knowledge of things, and conse- 
quently the import of words must also be negative. The Vedantins 
by way of harmonizing the above views, each of which expresses a 
part of the truth, have started the theory that the power of a word 
resides in both the जाति and the व्यक्ति, but in different ways; ` 
that is, itis active or expressive in जाति, and passive or latent in 
the व्यक्ति, The. Vedanta Paribhasa says, गवादिपदानां व्यक्तौ शक्तिः 
स्वरूपसती न तु ज्ञाता जातौ तु सा ज्ञाता हेतुः: This appears to mean 
that a word primarily signifies जाति, but its capability of signifying 
the class notion is derived from its acknowledged connection with 
the concrete objects comprised in that class. Thus हस्तिन्‌ signifies 
the general notion of a trunked animal: but it does so because 
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the property ‘trunk’ was found in the actual object elephant. 

11. It must have been noticed that the distinction between 
the denotation and the connotation of words insisted upon by Mill 
and other English logicians does not strictly speaking find a place 
in any of these views. But if we may use those terms as applying 
to the signification of व्यक्ति and जाति. respectively, we might say 
that in केवल्व्यक्तिवाद words are purely denotative, while in केवल- 
जातिवाद they are purely connotative. Similarly in the जातिविशिष्ट- 
व्यक्तिवाद of the ancient Naiyayikas they are both denotative and 


connotative, while in the theory of «wm they connote only the 
differentia. 


12. 8 पद is defined as शक्त, but शक्ति does not exhaust the 
whole import of words. Every word is capa- 
The two-fold ble of conveying two meanings, one primary 
power of words, or direct and the other secondary or implied. 
The relation by which a word signifies a 
particular thing is called वृत्ते, which is of two kinds, शक्ति or 
अभिधा (expression) and लक्षणा (implication). The first is created 
by संकेत and is inseparable from the word; the second operates 
in the absence of the first, and, being derived from it, is entirely 
dependent on it. Hence the definition of a पद as शाक्त is not 
अव्याप्त on a लाक्षणिकपद, for a ye can never be लाक्षणिक unless it 
is also शक्त, Each of these two kinds of aft or special relation 
is subdivided into three sorts, thus :— 


वत्तिः 
IE 
| A 
शक्तिः रक्षणा 
FS MEE i 
H ] | | | | 
गः रूढिः योगरूहिः जहष्टक्षणा MEJAN जहदजलक्षणा 


13. The expressive power (शक्ति) of words is of the above 

three kinds; and so words are divided into 

The expressive power. three classes according as they operate 

through any one of these modes. योग or 

etymology is defined अवयवशक्ति * the power of the several roots or 
TS, .43 
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component parts of the words’. A यौगिक शब्द is therefore one 
which adheres to its etymological meaning and conveys nothing 
more nor less than what is implied in the parts, ९. ४. पाचक which, 
being compounded of the root Tq and the कर्तरिप्रद्यय, signifies 
पचनकर्ता. रूढि or customary significance is defined as समुदायशक्ति, 
the power of the whole word without any reference to its parts. 
Not that such रूढ words have no etymology, for there is an influe- 
ntial school of grammarians who assert that all words are derived 
from roots; but these रूढ words have completely abandoned their 
original signification and acquired a new sense. Thus घट signifies 
‘jar’ not because it is derived from घर्‌ or any other root, but 
because convention has attached that meaning to it. Majority of 
Simple words in Sanskrit belong to the third kind, namely, योगरूढ 
Words in which both the etymological and the customary meanings 
are partly retained. Words like पङ्कज, मधुकर or हस्तिन्‌ have no 
doubt an etymological sense, but it is restricted by custom to a 
particular object or kind of object comprised in the original mean- 
ing. Etymologically प might mean ány thing produced in 
mud, such as a lotus ora frog. But custom has narrowed the 
meaning of the word to a lotus. Similarly हस्तिन्‌ has come to 
denote only one out of many animals having हस्त, such as 
elephants, men and monkeys. Some mention a fourth variety 
named योगिकरूढ, such as उद्भिद्‌, which may be interpreted either by. 
etymology or by customary sense independently. ~ 
14. All these varieties require the knowledge of the संकेत, 
० ‘either on the अवयव or on the समुदाय or on 
How Convention both; and this संकेत is learnt by the child 
is known. in various ways of which the वृद्धव्यवहार des- 
cribed by T. D. is one. Eight of these 
generally recognized modes of learning शक्ति are mentioned in the 
following couplet :— 


शक्तिग्रहो ब्याकरणोपमानकोशाप्तवाक्याद्वथवहारतश्च | द 
वाक्यस्य रोषाद्विवृतेर्वदन्ति सांनिध्यतः सिद्धपदस्य वृद्धाः ॥ 
The import of words is learnt in any of the following ways : (1) 


Grammar, as the meaning of roots, terminations and cases; (2) 
Comparison, as when the meaning of गवय is known by the simi- 
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larity of a gayal with a cow; (3) Dictionary, as of synonyms 
स्वर्ग, नाक etc.; (4) Express assertion of a credible person, as 
alte: पिकपदवाच्य:; (5) Usage of elders, as when one elder 
person says to another ‘ Bring à cow’, or ‘ Bring a jar’, the child 
eliminates the common word ‘bring’ and thus determines the 
meanings of गो and qz; (6) Context, as in the Vedic text यवः 
मयश्चरुभंवति, the exact meaning of यव is known by a concluding 
passage; (7) Explanation by synonyms or paraphrase, as qe: 
कलशः, पचतीति पार्क करोति; and lastly (8) Contiguity with a 
well-known word, as in xg सहकारतरौ age पिको रौति, the meaning 
of पिक is known by its association with सहकार and मधुर. Some 


` also add signs of hand etc. as the ninth, as when one points a 


= 


finger to a woman and says to the child इयं ते माता, the gesture 
imparts to the child the knowledge of the the word माता. 

15. The other kind of aft is लक्षणा, Implication, which is 

defined as खशक्‍्यसंवन्ध: (b लाक्षणिकं पदं qur 

Laksana or Im- शक्यः arash: तत्सयोग:) ‘connection with 

plication. the expressive sense of the word’. It is 

resorted to only when there is मुख्यार्थानुपपत्ति 


` *ijnapplicability of the primary sense in the context.” In wem . 


घोष; for instance, the primary sense of गङ्गा, namely the stream, is 
inapplicable because a hut cannot stand on the current; and hence 
गज्ञा is made to signify the bank of the river which is connected 
with the current by संयोग. If Annambhatta accepted the views of ` 
the ancient Naiyayikas about शक्ति, he follows the moderns with 
regard to लक्षणा. According to the ancients the essential condition 
for लक्षणा was अन्वयानुपपत्ति ‘unsuitability of the अन्वय or mean- 
ing of the sentence’; but there is no such अन्वयानुपपत्ति in 
examples like काकेभ्यो दधि. रक्ष्यतां or यष्टीः प्रवेशय, which by them- 
selves give a fair sense without any लक्षणा, although that sense is 
clearly not the one intended by the spedker. Hence T. D. says 
तात्पर्यानुपपत्तिलेक्षणावीजम्‌ , लक्षणा is resorted to when the primary 
sense is unsuited, not to the वाक्यान्वय, but to the वकतृतात्पर्य. The 
three fold division of लक्षणा into जहत्खार्था, अजहत्सार्था and जहृदज- 
watai is also taken from the moderns. sagą is that where 
the primary sense is wholly abandoned and a new one substituted, 
as in war m, where wa signifies a child sleeping on a cot 
and not the cot itself. In अजहत्खार्था the word retains its primary 
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sense and conveys something more, as in छत्रिणो यान्ति where both 
those who have umbrellas and those who have not are implied, or 
as in काकेभ्यो दधि रक्ष्यतास्‌ where all birds including crows are to 
be kept off. The examples of जहदजहत्स्वार्था are dst देवदत्तः or 
तत्त्वमसि, where only a part of the primary meaning is retained and 
a part is left out as being inapplicable. In सोऽयं देवदत्तः , d: means 
तत्कालीनो देवदत्तः while अयम्‌ means एतत्कालीनो देवदत्तः and so to 
establish the identity of the two we leave out the qualifications 
तत्कालीन and एतत्कालीन. In तत्त्वमसि the तत्‌ denotes निर्शुणब्रह्म 
and त्वम्‌ denotes सशुणजीव; so we leave out the properties निर्युणत्व 
and ago and make the two substances identical. A fourth kind, 
लक्षितलक्षणा, is also recognized by some, as in fats, which prim- 
arily signifies the word भ्रमर and through it the object, bee. N.B. 
repudiates the last kind on the part of the Naiyayikas, and 
ascribes it to Vedantins. 


16. Another division of लक्षणा 15 into रूढा or शुद्धा and गौणी 

otherwise called प्रयोजनवती. Most of the 

Another sub-division. above examples are of the first kind, where 

the implication solely rests on the unsuitabi- 

lity of शक्यार्थ. In गौणी implication is resorted to in order to 

suggest a third sense called प्रयोजन, as in गङ्गायां घोष: the qualities 

of coolness and holiness which really belong to the current are 

transferred to the bank. This Suggested third sense is called 

sagat? and is supposed by rhetoricians to be conveyed by a third 
mode called व्यञ्जना. 


17. व्यज्ञना is of two kinds शाब्दी and आधी, but Naiyayikas 
ह recognize neither. शाब्दी, they say, as in the 
7४०८१४८१८७ not above example, is invariably included in the 
recognized. गौणीलक्षणा and so need not be regarded as a 
separate mode. आथी. is found in such 
examples as :— 
गच्छ गच्छसि चेत्कान्त पन्थानः सन्तु ते शिवा: | 
समापि जन्म तत्रैव भूयाद्यत्र गतो भवान्‌ ॥ 
Here the meaning conveyed by the speaker is प्रियगमनोत्तरं मे 
ग्राणवियोगो भविष्यति; but this Sense, says T. D., is obtained by infe- 
Fence, and so the व्यज्ञना process becomes अन्यथासिद्ध. According 
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to Nalyayikas therefore there are only two modes of conveying 
sense, expression (शक्ति) and implication (लक्षणा ), of which the 
latter being secondary is based on the former. The definition of 
पद (शक्त पदं ) is therefore applicable in both cases. 


SECTS. LX ax» LXI. आकाल्ला-योग्यता-संनिधयः. 


Expectancy, compatibility, and juxtaposition are the causes 
of the knowledge of the meaning of a sentence. Expectancy is 
the inability of a word to convey the meaning of a sentence on 
account of the absence of some other word. Compatibility is the 
non-contradiction of the sense. Juxtaposition is the consecutive 
utterance of words. 


A sentence devoid of expectancy, etc. is unauthoritative; e. g. 
(the words) cow, horse, man, elephant are not authoritative 
being devoid of expectancy, etc. (The sentence ) ९ Sprinkle with 
fire’, is unauthoritative for want of compatibility; ( the words ) 
* Bring a cow’ pronounced at intervals are not authoritative 
owing to want of juxtaposition. 


1. शब्द has been defined as a वाक्य, but an intelligible sen- 
tence cannot be formed simply by stringing 
Three requisites of together any number of words, as घट: पटः at 


a proposition. frRr. In order to convey the combined 


वाक्यार्थ the words require the aid of some 

accessory properties, which are three, आकाह्वा ( Expectancy ), 
योग्यता ( Compatibility ) and संनिधि ( Juxtaposition ). 

2. The simplest definition of angr is अभिधानापय॑वसानम्‌ 

*pon-completion of the sense owing to the 

Hapectancy. absence of some other word or words’. 

Annambhatta defines it as ‘ the inability of a 

word (पदस्य ) to convey ( अनन्नुभावकत्वं ) the whole meaning of the 

sentence ( अन्वय), which inability is caused ( प्रयुक्त ) by the ab- 

sence ( व्यतिरेक ) of some other word ( पदान्तर ). If one says simply 

घटम्‌ , a desire is at once created to know what about the jar, and 


~ 
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is satisfied only when we supply some such words as आनय which 
completes the sense. This desire to know is called आकाडूक्षा and 
depends generally on the exact form ofthe words used. Thus 
घटमानय conveys four notions, a jar ( घट ), the objective relation 
(emper), the act of bringing (आनी ) and the command ( the 
termination of Imp. 2nd sing. ); and if any of these notions is 
wanting the sense remains so far incomplete. The imperfection 
cannot, however, be made up by saying घटः act आनयनं aft: 
although these words import the same thing as घटमानय, because 
no आकाडूक्षा is raised in this case. 
3. योग्यता or compatibility is “the non-contradiction of sense.” 
A word is said to have योग्यता with another 
Compatibility. when the meanings conveyed by the two are 
not inconsistent with each other. Thus we 
cannot say afgat सिञ्चति or जलेन दह्यते, because the notions of fire 
and sprinkling as well as of water and burning are inconsistent and 
incompatible with each other. A sentence like this would there- 
fore be meaningless owing to the impossibility of combining the 
two incongruous notions in one अन्वय. 


4. The third requisite is संनिधि or आसत्ति which consists in 

* the utterance of consecutive words one 

Juctaposition, after another without interval between any 
two of them.” A वाक्यार्थं is made up by 

the combination of the several notions of words, and it is therefore 
‘necessary that the impression made by each should remain fresh 
until this combination is effected. If, however, along break occurs 
in the middle of a sentence, the previous impressions vanish before 
the sentence is finished, and the sense would remain incomplete. 
What constitutes संनिधि is, as T. D. remarks, the unbroken appre- 
hension of all the words; and hence actual utterance of words is 
not absolutely necessary. In a written or printed book for in- 
Stance we have no utterance, and yet we understand the वाक्यार्थ 
because the words are placed in juxtaposition. आकाङ्क्षा, योग्यता, 
‘and संनिधि, T. D. further adds, are necessary preliminaries for the 
comprehension of a sentence, not in themselves, but as known ; 
that is, it is their knowledge that is required, irrespective of their 
actual existence or absence. If man wrongly conceives them to 
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exist ia a sentence when they really do not, he will make out & 


meaning of the sentence, while he will not understand a sentence 
possessing all the three, if he fails to detect their presence. 


5. Visvanatha adds a fourth requisite तात्पयज्ञान' ‘knowledge of 
the intention of the speaker’ which is often 
Intended sense. as necessary for the right understanding of a 

- sentence as any of the preceding three. For . 
instance, the sentence सैन्धवमानय might convey two distinct senses 
‘Bring salt,’ and ‘Bring a horse." आकाइक्षा, योग्यता and संनिधि, 
which are all satisfied here, are not in themselves able to tell us 
which of the two senses is to be accepted on a particular occasion, 
that is, which of the two things is intended by the speaker. This 
can be determined only by knowing the वक्‍तृतात्पर्य, which again is 
to be gathered from the circumstances under which or the occasion 
on which the sentence is spoken. If the speaker is dining, he almost 
certainly orders salt, while if he is dressed and is going out, he orders 
a horse. Without this knowledge of the speaker’s intention, it will 
be impossible to interpret a sentence wherever a word is ambiguous 
or has more than one sense. Perhaps this speaker’s intention may 
be included in the second requisite योग्यता as compatibility of a 
meaning must always be judged with reference tothe particular 

occasion or the probable intention of the speaker. 


6. Although Annambhatta does not mention तात्पर्यज्ञान in this 
section, his referenee to it in connection with लक्षणा in the com- 
mentary on the preceding section leaves no doubt that he accepts 
its necessity. His definition of «mmi, namely तत्मतीतीच्छ्योच्वरित- 
त्वम्‌ , is however faulty. Words which convey a sense are not 
necessarily uttered with an intention to convey that sense. A fool 
or an idiot sometimes utters words which he does not understand 
but which are intelligible to others; a parrot pronounces words 
which have a meaning in ordinary language; and yet there is no 
intention of the speaker in such cases. It may be urged against 
this that they are not real words at all, although appearing to be 
so. But what if a Vedic text is repeated by a person who under- 
stands nothing of it? The text is there and you cannot deny it, 


aoon 
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and yet there can be no वकठृतापपर्यः Again, if a teacher expounds 
such a text wrongly the meaning which he intends is at variance 
with the truth and can never be conveyed by the text. Or sup- 
pose one reads such a text in a book, there is no speaker here and 
there can be no तत्पतीतीच्छयोच्यारितत्व, It cannot be argued that 
the original intention of the author of the text, viz. God, is to be 
assumed in such cases; because there are many, says Vedanta- 
Paribhasa, who do not recognize God as the author of the Vedas 
and yet are able to understand the meaning of them. The Pari- 
bhasa therefore proposes asa better definition तत्मतीतिजननयोग्यत्व 
सति तदन्यप्रतीतीच्छया नोचरितत्व॑ तात्पर्यम्‌ ‘fitness of the words to 
express a particular meaning, while there is no utterance with an 
intention to convey a different sense. °! The second clause is added 
to prevent a doubt in examples like सैन्धचमानय where, although 
सैन्धव is fit to express both salt and a horse, the intention is always 
to convey. only one meaning and not the other. Even in cases 
where two meanings are intended to be simultaneously expressed, 
asin दूरस्था भूधरा रम्याः, the definition will apply, since तत्‌ will 
comprehend both the senses. 


SECT. LXII वाक्यम्‌ . 


A sentence is of two kinds, sacred ( वैदिक ) or profane ( लौकिक ); 
the sacred, being pronounced by God, is always trustworthy, 
while a profane sentence is trustworthy if pronounced by a 
credible person. Any other is untrustworthy. l 


1. Having defined =, word, as the fourth proof in general 
the author divides it into two sorts, divine 


Two kinds of and profane. The वैदिक वाक्य is of four 
sentences, kinds, श्रुति, स्माति, इतिहास and पुराण, of which 


each preceding is of a higher authority than 


1, Ved. Par., Calc., cd., p. 20. 
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each following. The definition in the text applies only to the श्रुति 
as other compositions are of human origin. श्रुति or Vedas proper 
are four RẸ, Ws, सामन्‌, and आथर्वण, each of which is divided 
into three parts मत्र or संहिता, ब्राह्मण, and आरण्यक, the last includ- 
ing उपनिषद्‌. All these being of divine origin are to be implicitly 
believed. स्मृति is an authority only when श्रुति 18 silent or not 
inconsistent ( विरोधे त्वनपेक्षं स्थादसति हनुमानम्‌ ).' इतिहास and पुराण are 
of comparatively. slender weight and are brought into requisition 
only when no higher authority is to be found. 

2. The two-fold division of a वाक्य into saered and profane 

is chiefly made for the. purpose of implying 

The authority of that the rules laid down in the preceding 

the Vedas. three sections apply to लौकिक वाक्य only; 

but the unquestioned authority of the वैदिक 

वाक्य is not therefore inconsistent with them, since all the condi- 

tions of validity implied by them are taken for granted in the case 
of the Vedas. 

T. D. here refers to two points which have long served as good 
bones of contention between Mimamsakas and Naiyayikas. The 
first is whether the Vedas are eternal or are special compositions 
by God. It must be remembered that there is no question here 
as to the human origin of the Vedas, since both the schools, being 
orthodox, agree in repudiating the notion of the Vedas being 
human creations like any other book. The word पौरुषेय which 
frequently occurs in this controversy solely refers to God; while 
अपौरुषेय means eternal, having no author at all. The Mimamsakas 
claim eternity for the Vedas on two grounds; first, no tradition is 
known ascribing the authorship of the Vedas to any individual, the 
several Rsis mentioned as ‘seers of hymns (मत्रद्रष्टार:) ! having only 
seen the hymns and not composed them. On the other hand we 
know the authorship of all human productions, as अष्टादशपुराणानां 
_ कर्ता सत्यवतीसुतः. Secondly, the Vedas themselves declare their 
own fre in several texts, such as “वाचा विरूपनिलया ', “अस्य 
महतो भूतस्य निःश्वसितमेतद्यटृग्वेदो यजुर्वेदः ›› The Naiyayika meets these 
arguments by contrary texts, such as “ तसात्तेपानान्नयो वेदा अजायन्त * 








1. Jaimini, Mimarhsa-Sutras, 1, 9, 3. 
TS. .44 
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and इदं सर्वमस॒जत ऋचो यजूंषि सामाने’. Their strongest weapon, 
however, is the अनुमान, वेदः पौरुषेयो वाक्यत्वाद्भारतादिवत्‌, or वेदवाक्य- 
रचना वकक्‍त्यथार्थवाक्यार्थज्ञानपूर्वा, वाक्यरचनात्वात्‌, अस्मदादिवाक्यरचनावत्‌ . 
The Mimamsakas try to refute this argument by calling it सोपाधिक, 
the उपाधि being सर्यमाणकतृंकत्व; that is, they mean that the above 
reasoning is applicable only to those works whose authorship is 
known. The Naiyayikas answer that even the authorship of the 
Vedas was known since it was remembered by Rsis like Gotama 
by the tradition of teaching. Besides if the Vedas had been 
ternal, all the words and letters in them would be co-existing, 
‘and so there would be no order of words (वर्णानुपूवी ) etc., without 
which there can be no magr and no mazaa. The Vedas 
therefore must have been produced by some one, and as no human 
origin is possible in the case of works containing such transcen- 
dental wisdom, they must be the work of God. The Vedantin, 
who is eminently a compromiser, tries to reconcile these opposite 
views; by supposing that the Vedas as they exist at present are 
अनिल, but they are merely copies of similar compositions existing 
in the previous cycles, the authority for this opinion being the text, 
धाता यथापूर्वमकल्पयत्‌ . This, in short, means that the Vedas are 
eternal as to substance (अर्थ), but non-eternal as to form ( atg- 
पूर्वी ) - 7 
~ 3. The question of the eternity of the Vedas is involved in the 
: P larger question whether sound is eternal. 
‘Won-eternity of sound. Sound is a quality of Akasa and is eternal 

like it, भेरीदण्डसंयोग and other accidental 
‘causes only serving to reveal it to our ears. We always recognize 
the letter 7 as the same, and so it cannot vanish away the moment 
it is pronounced. The Naiyayikas prove the non-eternity of 
sound by अनुमान thus:— ाव्दोऽनि्ः । सामान्यवत्त्वे सति बहिरिन्द्रिय- 
जन्यौकिकप्रसक्षविषयत्वात्‌, लौकिकप्रसक्षविशोष्यत्वाद्वा | घटवत्‌. Gotama 
gives three reasons for the non-eternity of sound :— 1 that it has 
a beginning, 2 that it is perceived by organ of sense, and 3 that 
the attributes of a product are ascribed to it.: The identification 
of one गकार with a former one can be accounted for by similarity 


1, Ved. Par., Calc. ed., p. 21. 
4 G. S, II, 2, 14. 
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just as we identify one lamp-flame with another that formerly 
stood in its place. 


Sscr. LXIII. शाब्दम्‌. . 


Verbal knowledge means the knowledge of the meaning of a 
sentence; its proximate cause is the Word. 


1. Annambhatta winds up the discussion of शब्द by the decla- 
ration that it is the knowledge of the mean- 
The proximate cause ing conveyed by the whole sentence which 
of verbal knowledge. is the real verbal knowledge, that is, the ne 
mentioned above as the fourth kind of 
apprehension. The special cause of this we is the शब्द or the 
sentence which conveyed that sense. This emphatic declaration 
seems to be made in order to repudiate the view of the modern 
Naiyayikas, that it is not the पद but the पदज्ञान that is the real 
करण of शाब्दबोध. Visvanatha who prefers the modern view says 
in 8. ?. 80:— 


पदज्ञानं तु करणं द्वारं तत्र पदार्थधीः | 
शाव्द्बोधः फळं तन्न शक्तिधीः सहकारिणी ॥ 


He then geos on in his commentary न तु ज्ञायमानं पदं करणम्‌, TaT- 
आवेऽपि मौनिशोकादौ शाव्दवोधात्‌ I the word itself be taken as 
the करण of areata, how do we understand a verse written by a 
dumb man without uttering a single word? It is therefore the 
knowledge of the word, whether heard orally or seen in writing, 








— 


1, S. M., Calc. cd., p. 78. 
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that really produces the शाब्दबोधः The distinction is practically 
unimportant, although it has great historical significance, since it 
marks the stage when, writing having come to take a large place 
previously occupied by oral tradition, the absurdity of defining 
शब्द in terms of actual utterance was perceived and the difference 
between writing and oral tradition was abolished. Apparently 
Annambhatta’s opinion differs from both the above views, since he 
makes शब्द the करण and defines शब्द as a वाक्य or पदसमूह and 
not a पद. But this is not so, because according to Naiyayikas a 
पदसमूह is not different from its components, the several qqs. 
Perhaps by शब्द Annambhatta may be meaning शब्दज्ञान or पद- 
ज्ञान, just as in a former section he interpreted आकाह्नवा etc, as 
mangia; and if this is the case his view will agree with the 
modern one. At any rate his laxity of expression on this point 
shows that he did not regard the distinction as very material. 
2. T. D. here briefly notices the argument of the Vaisesikas 
who recognize only two proofs, Perception 
Why word isa and Inference, viz. that Word is not a dis- 
separate proof, tinct proof as it can be included under ` 
Inference. The syllogism by which the con- 
nection (संसर्ग) between a word and its sense is to be known may 
be stated either, as T. D. puts it, or as एते पदार्थाः परस्परसंसर्गवन्तः | 
आकाङ्कायोग्यतासत्तिमत्पदस्मारितत्वात्‌ । दण्डेन गामानयेतिपदस्मारितपदार्थ- 
वत्‌; that is, the पक्ष in the inference may be either the पद as 
T. D, makes it, or the पदार्थ as is done in the syllogism given here. 
Either way, the inference is incapable of producing शाव्दवोध, for 
the knowledge conveyed by words is of an altogether distinct kind 
from that imparted by an inference, and besides produces the con- 
sciousness, ‘I know from words’, which differs from the conscious- 
ness, ‘I know by inference’, This is not a very satisfactory reply 
since it rests on self-consciousness which may vary with different. 
persons. Udayanacarya gives a more convincing refutation of the 
Vaisesika view :— अनेकान्तः परिच्छेदे संभवे न निर्णय: 12 An inference 
like the above is impossible; for the conclusion of it can only be a 
certainty ( परिच्छेद) or a mere possibility (संभव); if it is the 
former, the syllogism involves an अनैकान्तिक हेत्वामास as a certain 


1, Kus, Cowell’s cd., III, 13, 
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conclusion is not warranted by the premises; while if the latter 

_ there is no ascertainment ( सिद्ध ) of the साध्य, and consequently no 
maata. Hence शब्द must be recognized as a distinct proof, 
producing a cognition of a peculiar sort. 


3. The description of the four proofs is concluded here, and 


the rest of the passage in T. D. discusses two 
Other proofs. | points having reference to the whole chapter 
on ‘ proofs. ° The first point is whether the 
four proofs, hitherto described, exhaust the number of valid proofs. 
The variety of opinions on this head amongst the different schools 
is almost perplexing. The total number of proofs thus recognized 
by one or more schools is ten, namely, 1 प्रक्ष ( Perception ), 
2 अनुमान (Inference), 3 उपमान (Comparison), 4 शब्द (Word), 
5 अर्थापत्ति (Presumption), 6 अन्नुपलब्धि ( Non-perception), 7 संभव 
(Inclusion), 8 ऐतिह्य (Tradition); 9 चेष्टा (Sign)and 10 परिशेष 
( Elimination ). Of these each of the known philosophical schools 
recognize only a particular number varying from one to ten. 
Thus, the Carvakas or Atheists accept only Perception, repudiat« 
ing the validity of all the rest; the Vaisesikas, the Bauddhas and 
the Jainas accept two, Perception and Inference; the Samkhyas, 
Yogins, Lawyers, and asection of Vedantins accept three, the 
above two with Word; the Naiyayikas add a fourth, Comparison 
the Mimiarnsakas and some Vedantins accept two more, Presump- 
tion and Non-perception; the Pauranikas or Mythologists add 
further Probability or Inclusion, and Tradition; while the ninth, 
Sign, is recognized by Tantrikas only. Elimination also, though 
only a species of inference, is regarded as a distinct proof by some 
Mimamsakas. Annambhatta having accepted the Naiyayika ` 
. doctrine of four proofs disposes of the rest by short references. 
सभव, ऐेतिह्य and चेष्टा are easily disposed of by including the first 
in अनुमान and the latter two in शाब्द. Non-perception has been 
already discussed under a previous section’ and declared to be 
only an accessory to the perception of negation. 
4. The severest contest lies round अर्थापत्ति, The Naiyayikas 
strenuously try to include it in Inference, while the Mimamsakas 


————M— 
MAA——5 


1, Vide T. D. on Sect. 43 and Note 8 thereon, p. 228 Supra. 
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as strenuously maintain that it is an independent proof. The stock 
example of अर्थापत्ति is पीनो देवदत्तो दिवा न सुद्ध । अर्थात्‌ रात्री BH 
* Devadatta being fat does not eat in daytime; and so he must be 
eating at night,’ Night-eating is thus presumed on the ground of 
the known impossibility of remaining fat without eating, unless of 
course, as Nilakantha suggests, the fatness is due to disease or 
superhuman power. The exceptions of course need not be taken 
into account here. This अर्थापत्ति which is advocated by Prabhakara 
Mimamsakas is of two kinds. दृष्टार्थापत्ति and थरुतार्थापत्ति, When 
the knowledge देवदत्तो दिवा न sx on which the presumption is 
based is obtained by actual sight, it is the first; when it is got by 
hearsay from another person it is the second. Both these kinds of 
अर्थापत्ति are included by Naiyayikas in अनुमान, The inference is 
of the केवळब्यतिरोकि kind, देवदत्तो रात्रिभोजनक्रर्ता, दिवासुज्ञानत्व सति 
पीनत्वात्‌ , यन्नैवं qud यथा रात्रावभोजी यज्ञदत्तः Presumption is there- 
fore not a separate proof, for all cases of it are accounted for by 
केवळव्यतिरोकि अनुमान. The difference between Nyaya and Mimamsa 
views on this point is only of लाघव and गौरव. The Mimamsakas 
recognize a fifth proof अर्थापत्ति to account for all kinds of presu- 
mptions and thereby dispense with the केवलव्यतिराके inference, 
while the Naiyayikas accept the latter and repudiate अर्थापत्ति. 
The dispute between them is therefore reduced to the question 
which view has लाघव on its side; that is, whether it is simpler to 
recognize a new proof or a new variety of inference. Apparently 
the Naiyayikas have the better of it; but if we take into account 
the difficulties and absurdities into which the Naiyayikas have 
involved themselves by their recognition of केवलव्यतिरोके लिङ्ग, we 
cannot certainly commend them for their apparent ‘ simplicity .' 


5. The second point noticed by T. D. is of the utmost 

; importance, as it in fact lies at the very root 
The validity of of the whole theory of proofs. We see a jar 
knowledge. and have the cognition अयं घट: or qent 
जानामि; but how do we know that we really 

see the घट, and that our perceptive knowledge is not a mis-appre- 
hension of something that is not qz? That is, how do we in 
practice distinguish a प्रमा from sra! We may or we may not see 
the reality of qz; but what test is there to prove that we see 
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the reality and nota shadow? & प्रमा has been defined as तद्वति 
aankh ज्ञानं ‘knowledge ofa thing possessing any property as 
possessed of that property.’ It is thus comparatively easy to define 
what प्रमा is; but how are we to ascertain whether a given piece 
of knowledge is a sat or अप्रमा ? The necessity of this ascertain- 
ment is obvious, for without it there can be no certainty of know- 
ledge and all human intercourse would be impossible. The 
question therefore how to determine the truth of our cognitions 
becomes a necessary corollary to any theory of knowledge. 
6. The question is resolved into the alternatives whether 

right knowledge is स्वतःप्रमाण ‘self-proved’ or परतःप्रमाण | proved 
by something else’. Madhavacarya quotes two verses which sum- 
marize the four principal views on this point :— 

प्रमाणत्वाप्रमाणत्वे स्वतः सांख्याः समाश्रिताः। 

नैयायिकास्ते परतः सौगताश्चरमं स्वतः ॥ 

प्रथसं परतः ग्राहुः प्रामाण्यं चेदवादिनः | 

प्रमाणत्वं स्वतः प्राहुः परतश्राप्रमाणताम्‌ ॥ 


* Of the two things ‘ authoritativeness ' (प्रामाण्य) and ‘ non- 
authoritativeness ' (अप्रामाण्य ), the Samkhyas consider both to be 
self-proved; the Naiyayikas hold both to be known externally; 
the Bauddhas think that ‘non-authoritativeness’ is self-proved. 
but the other is proved externally. Lastly, teachers of the Vedas 
i.e. the Mimamsakas maintain that प्रामाण्य is self-proved but 
अप्रामाण्य requires external proof.” This diversity of opinions 
about प्रामाण्य may be stated briefly by saying that according to 
Samkhyas both the truth and falsity of a cognition are known 
intuitively; according to Naiyayikas both are proved by indepen- 
dent reasoning and therefore neither can be presumed until thus 
proved; according to Bauddhas a cognition is prima facie incor- 
rect and true if only proved to be so by special evidence; while 
the Mimamsakas regard a cognition as presumably correct, but | 
false when actually proved to be so. As we are mainly interested 
in determining प्रमात्व only, the contest chiefly lies between the 
Naiyayika view  परत:प्रामाण्य and the Mimamsa doctrine of 
स्वतःप्रामण्य, T. D. first states the Mimainsa view fully as a पूर्वपक्ष, 


—————— 
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and then refutes it in order to establish the सिद्धान्त of Nyaya that 
the truth of knowledge is proved externally. 


7. The स्वतस्त्व of प्रामाण्य is defined, तदप्रामाण्याग्राहकयावज्ज्ञान- 
sme ‘the property of being apprehended by the 
same entire body of the means which produce the knowledge, but 
do not prove its falsity’, Three conditions are implied in this 
definition, that the truth of knowledge is apprehended by the same 
means which produce the knowledge, that the means include every 
thing that is instrumental in producing the knowledge, and that 
they should not include anything that affects the truth of the 
knowledge. The necessity of the two latter qualifications is shown 
by T. D. The definition speaks of the totality of means in order to 
include an inference that may be sometimes used to prove प्रामाण्य, 
although it may have been previously known by amarra; and it 
excludes a contrary cognition z& ज्ञानमप्रमा which, being वाधक, 
may prevent the apprehension of प्रामाण्य, provided of course this 
contrary cognition arises with reference to the knowledge itself 
and not to the subsequent अनुव्यवसाय. Besides, ‘the Naiyayikas 
themselves in a way assent to स्वतःप्रामाण्य, since, as they go so far 
as to accept that घट, घटत्व, as well as the संवन्ध of the two, are 
cognized by अनुव्यवसाय, they should have no difficulty in accepting 
the cognizability by the same अनुव्यवसाय of the respective know- 
ledge of those things. The Naiyayika, however, rejects this last 
view, viz. that अनुव्यवसाय cognizes qz, घरत्व, as well as their संवन्ध, 
and then refutes the whole पूर्वपक्ष. The chief objeotion of the 
Naiyayika against स्वतःप्रामाण्य is that it leaves no room for the 
possibility. of a doubt, which as a matter of fact we often feel, whe- 
ther a certain cognition is true or not. If the प्रामाण्य is intuitive 
and is known along with the cognition itself, such a doubt can 
never arise. The validity of any cognition is therefore determined 
by a subsequent केवलव्यतिरेकि inference which is based on the in- 
tervening actual experience of the thing. Thus first we believe we 
see water; then this belief produces इच्छा (for the water ), which 
produces प्रबृत्ति (towards it). This są is satisfied if the water 
really exists there, but not if it is simply a mirage. Hence the 
satisfaction of प्रवृत्ति is a proof of the reality of our perception; 
that is, the truth of our perception is determined by external 
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evidence. Similarly the truth of words is ascertained by their 
being यथार्थ i. e. being in harmony with external things. 


8. The advocates of परत:प्रामाण्य think that प्रमा is produced 
by the presence of some positive au, which varies with the nature 
of the प्रमा, that is, in perception it is विशेषणवद्विशेष्यसंनिकर्ष and 
so on; while an अप्रमा is caused by the presence of some दोष 
such as distance, defective sight etc.! According to the other 
side, no positive गुण is required for प्रमा but simple दोषाभाव is ` 
quite sufficient. The chief objection of स्वतस्त्ववादी against the 
Naiyayika view is that if the truth of one cognition is to be deter- 
mined by an extra inference, the validity of that inference again 
will have to be ascertained by a third inference, and so on ad 
infinitum. In this way there will be no certainty of knowledge.? 
It is unnecessary to enter further into this interesting but endless 
controversy. The reason why it was pursued with so much vigour 
on both sides seems to be its important bearing on the question of 
the authority of the Vedas. If शब्द was स्वतःप्रमाण as the Mimam- 
sakas held, the truth of the Vedas was self-evident, and they 
required no external sanction to prove their claim to unflinching 
obedience; while if शब्द was परतःप्रमाण, the Vedas required some 
external proof of their authority, such as the fact of their being 
composed by Omniscient God. The Bauddhas denied the autho- 
rity of the Vedas altogether, while the Naiyayikas made it 
dependent on God's authorship. This may be one reason why the 
Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas were termed by. their more orthodox 
rivals, अर्धवेनारिक$ or Semi-Buddhists. 


9. T. D. incidentally notices another doctrine of the Prabha- 
kara school of Mimamsakas that all knowledge is true ( of course 
so far as it goes), and consequently the distinction between प्रमा 
and अप्रमा is unfounded. If प्रवृत्तिजनकत्व is the test for the 
reality of knowledge, then the erroneous apprehension of silver on 
mother-o’pearl also sometimes produces a प्रवृत्ति, and will therefore 
be प्रमा while that प्रवृत्ति can be fully accounted for by the re- 


1. B. P., 103-3. टु 

2. For a fuller discussion see Sarva. D. S., Calc. ed., pp. 129-32, an 
Ved. Par., Calc. ed., p. 27. 
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collection of thc formerly-seen silver and the percept of the object 
present. This cannot be, says the Naiyàyika ; because there is 
much लाघव in ascribing प्रवृत्तिननकत्व to the actual प्रमा itself. 
The erroneous apprehension of silver on शुक्ति may appear to be 
true so long as it lasts, but it is not प्रमा because it is not तद्गति 


तंअकारक ज्ञान. 


Sect. XLIV. अपमा. 


Wrong apprehension is of three kinds, doubt, error and false 
assumption. Doubt is the apprehension of various contrary proper- 
ties in one object, e. g. Is it a post or a man? Error is false 
knowledge, as silver in a conch-shell. False assumption is the 
deduction of a wider thing by the wrong hypothesis of a narrow 
one, e. g. if there be no fire there would be no smoke. 


l. Having treated यथार्थज्ञान, the author in the present section 
enumerates the varieties of अयथार्थानुभव 
Wrong knowledge. ‘wrong apprehension’ because to under- 
stand true apprehension fully we also require 
a knowledge of its opposite misapprehension. अयथार्थानुभव is already 
defined as “ the cognition of a thing as possessed of an attribute 
which in fact it does not possess".! It has been well said that 
truth is one, but falsehood is various. Hence the definition of 
अयथार्थज्ञान contains no restriction as to certainty. Misapprehension 
may therefore be first divided into Certitude (निश्चय or भ्रम ) and 
In-certitude ( संशय). Certitude again may be either conscious or 
unconscious, that is, it may either have been voluntarily and 
purposely assumed ( आंहार्य ), or it may have been caused by some 
adventitious circumstance called ay (अनाहार्य). The first is 
called तर्क and is assumed with a full consciousness of its falsity ; 
the second is called विपर्यय or विपर्यास and is involuntary. संशय 
or doubt is always involuntary (अनाहार्य), because as soon as the 
error is perceived, it is at once dispelled. 


l. Vide Sect. 35, and Notes 3, 4 and 5 thercon. 
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Thus Misapprehension naturally splits into three kinds: Doubt, 
Error and False Assumption or Hypothesis. 
Varieties of Some include तर्क in विपर्यय for the obvious 
misapprehension, reason that though voluntarily made on the 
part of one of the two disputants, “it does 
not essentially differ from any other kind of error; but Annam- 
bhatta gives prominence to it by mentioning it separately, because 
although invalid itself, it is often useful in argumentation and 
assists the valid proofs in obtaining right knowledge. Dream, 
says T. D., is included under विपर्यय, while the fallacies of infer- 
ence already mentioned will also fall under the same head. 


2. Doubt is defined as “ the knowledge of various contrary 
properties in one and the same object”. The 

Doubt. propriety of each of the three limitations 
एकस्मिन्‌ धर्मिणि, विरुद्ध and नाना, is explained 

by T. D. Doubt has three characteristics, that the knowledge 
must be of several properties, that they must be irreconcilable 
with one another, and that they must be apprehended in the same 
thing. The definition, however, is not quite satisfactory, for it 
contains the word विरुद्ध which is not very easy to define. There 
is no certain test to determine what properties are contrary to one 
another and what not. Roughly we may say that those which are 
never observed together as existing in one object are irreconci- 
lable. For example, e and ngaa are, one might say, विरुद्ध 
because they are never observed together; but suppose a centaur 
which is half-man and half-horse is actually found on earth, then 
they will no longer be विरुद्ध. Besides even supposing that they 
are विरुद्ध properties and that a centaur does not really exist, the 
definition of संशय would still apply to the imaginary notion of a 
centaur which is undoubtedly a knowledge of several contrary 
properties in one thing. This last objection may, however, be 
answered by saying that a centaur being wholly an imaginary 
being there is no धमा on which the contrary properties are to be 
imposed. A better definition is एकसिन्‌ धर्मिणि विरुद्धनानाकोटिकं 
ज्ञानम्‌ कोटि is an alternative, and the contrary कोटि: are the 
property and its negation. Thus when we have a doubt शाब्दो fret 
न वा, निलत्व is one कोटि and afaa is the other; and the 
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संशय is said to be Rafa. When we have a doubt अयं स्थाणुर्वा पुरुषो 
वा, it is चतुष्कोटिक; for there we have four possible cases अर्य 
स्थाणुः, अयं न स्थाणुः, अयं पुरुषः and अयं न पुरुषः 
3. विपर्यय ( Error ) is of course any false notion, and is the 
misapprehension proper. च Reductio ad 
Error and argument absurdum requires some explanation. The 
by Reductio ad definition of तक in the text is rather vague. 
absurdum. Literally it signifies the imposition of a 
more extensive thing through the assump- 
tion of the less. The example given is, however, quite misleading. 
वहृयभाव is व्याप्य and धूमाभाव is व्यापक; therefore we assume the 
existence of वहचभाव and deduce from it by means of a regular 
syllogism the existence of धूमाभाव, as in the sentence यदि वहिनं 
arate धूमोऽपि न स्यात्‌ which implies that वहृयभाव necessarily 
leads to धूमाभाव. This is called व्याप्यारोपेण व्यापकारोपणम्‌, and this 
according to Annambhatta’s definition would be qå. But no 
one can say that the proposition, ‘agama necessarily leads to 
धूमाभाव ?, is a mis-apprehension, since it is perfectly correct and 
does nothing more than express the वहिव्याप्यत्व of धूम negatively. 
As a matter of fact the proposition only expresses the व्याप्ति by 
which the conclusion, denominated qà, is arrived at. Properly 
speaking तर्क is neither the process of hypothetical reasoning in- 
which a false conclusion is deduced from a wrongly assumed hypo- 
thesis (as some have erroneously supposed ), nor is it the व्याप्ति 
on which such conclusion is based, as Annambhatta’s illustration 
has led others to believe. Such a mistake seems to have been 
committed by Roer who translates तर्क by ‘discussion’? and by 
Ballantyne who translates Annambhatta's व्यापकारोप: by “consists 
in establishing the pervader etc."? आरोप is not the act of आरो- 
पण but the conclusion that is आरोपित, namely अत्र (पर्वते) धूमो 
नास्ति. This conclusion which is called तर्क is false, because it is 
contradicted by our actual perception of smoke on the mountain. 
4. The process of arriving at this Reductio ad absurdum con- 
clusion is this. Suppose one observes smoke on the mountain 
and wishes to infer fire from it. He thereupon declares the प्रतिज्ञा 


1. Roer's Trans. of B. P., Bibl. In., pp. 69-70. 
2, Ballantyne, Lectures on Nvaya Phil., p. 52, 
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and wg, पर्वतो वहिमान्‌ घूमात्‌ू, and then states the अन्वयब्याप्ति, यत्र 
यत्र धूमः etc. But his adversary may not admit the व्याप्ति to be 
correct. How is he then to proceed? He cannot infer fire from 
smoke, unless the invariable concomitance of the two things is 
accepted by the adversary. He therefore resorts to the reverse 
process of reasoning called Reductio ad absurdum, in which he 
grants, for the sake of argument, the groundless contention of his 
adversary, namely, that the mountain is not fiery, and deduces 
from it by a regular and correct syllogism, a conclusion (Mountain 
has no smoke) which is palpably absurd as it is directly contradict- 
ed by the observed fact of smoke. And the absurdity of this 
conclusion of course proves the absurdity of the hypothesis from 
which it was deduced, namely, the contention of the adversary. 
In order to do this, he begins by asking पर्वतो वहिमान्‌ न वा. If 
the former alternative is accepted, then of course his conclusion 
is admitted, and he need not proceed; but if the adversary accepts 
the latter, then he goes on :— यदि पर्वतो वहिमान्‌ न स्यात्‌. तहि स धूम- 
वानपि न स्यात्‌. If the adversary questions this, he is at once asked 
to produce an instance where smoke is found in the absence of 
fire; but this he cannot do, since घूम being the कार्य of वह्निं can 
never exist apart from it. The adversary is, therefore, forced to 
accept the व्याप्ति, यत्र यत्र वहयभावस्तत्र धूमाभावः. Now his assumption 
is पर्वतो वद्दबभाववान्‌ ; therefore he reasons पर्वतो धूमाभाववान्‌ | वद्दयमाव- 
वत्त्वात्‌ । यत्र यत्र वह्ृयभावः etc. Thus he gets at the conclusion पर्वतो 
धूमाभाववान्‌; but this must be false, as it is directly opposed to the 
observed fact पर्वतो धूमवान्‌. The assumption therefore from which 
this absurd conclusion is derived, namely पर्वतो वह॒थभाववान्‌ , must 
be false, and its contradictory पर्वतो वह्निमान्‌ must be true. Here 
the speaker first imposes or assumes the existence of व्याप्य i. e. 
agamia on the mountain, and from that assumption, he (आरोपेण ) 
deduces the existence of व्यापक i. e. धूमाभाव, both of which impo- 
sitions being false are properly termed आरोप. The deduced आरोप, 
namely the absurd conclusion, is called तर्क. ‘The real sense of 
Annambhatta’s definition is thus brought out in Nilakantha's 
paraphrase, आहायंव्याप्यवत्ताश्रमजन्य आह्दारयेव्यापकवत्ताञ्रमस्तर्कः this is, 
an obviously wrong notion as to the existence of व्यापक on the पक्ष, 
derived from a similar palpably wrong assumption of the existence 
of व्याप्य in the same place. 
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5. The a& differs from विपर्यय in being formed by one who 
knows its falsity, while it differs from a वाधित अनुमिति in being 
only subsidiary to the establishment of its contradictory. Ancient 
-Naiyàyikas mentioned eleven kinds of TNs, of which the moderns 
accept only five, viz. आत्माश्रय (Jgnoratio Elenchi), अन्योन्याश्रय 
(Dilemma), चक्रक (Circle), अनवस्था (Regressus ad infinitum) 
and प्रमाणबाधितार्थप्रसङ्ग (Reductio ad absurdum). The example 
:usually given comes under the last head, while the first four are 
only varieties of सब्यभिचार and असिद्ध fallacies framed in particular 
forms. The तर्क or केवलव्यतिरेकि अनुमान is very useful in proving 
things which cannot be proved by positive inference, and is 
„particularly indispensable in theological discussions. Religious 
.commands which transcend our limited reason can be justified 
‘only by such special arguments; Manu therefore says :— 


आर्षे धर्मोपदेशं च वेदशासत्राविरोधित्रा | 
यस्तर्केणाचुसंधत्ते स घम वेद्‌ नेतरः॥ (M. S. XII. 106) 


In matters of religion which are above and beyond positive 
human experience, तर्क or contrary inference is often the only 
method available to satisfy the inveterate doubter or silence a 
_persistent adversary. Kant had to assume a separate faculty of 
Intuition to account for all such extra-sensuous knowledge. Naiya- 
.yikas solved the difficulty by adopting «4 inference. 


SECT. LXV. wait: 


Remembrance also is of two kinds : true and false; the one 
arising from true cognition is true, that arising from false 
- cognition is false. 
s 1. स्मृति ( Remembrance ) has been already defined in Section 
34. After treating of the two kinds of appre- 
Right and wrong — hensions, true as well as false, the author 
` Remembrance. announces a similar division of Remembrance 
à But the fundamentum divisionis is different 
in this case, अनुभव is true or false according as it does or does 
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not correspond to the object as it exists externally; while the 
truth or falsity of स्मृति is made to depend entirely on the truth 
‘or falsity of the अनुभव from which it originates. A remembrance 
which springs from right apprehension is right and that which 
springs from wrong apprehension is wrong. The reason of this 
difference of tests for अनुभव and स्मृति probably lies in the fact 
that स्मृति being a mediate knowledge is not directly connected 
with external objects. Besides, a remembrance is often consider- 
ably removed both in time and place from the first apprehension, 
and consequently the test of प्रामाण्य applicable to all first-hand 
cognitions, namely the inference based on actual verification of the 
external object, is generally not available in the case of स्मृति. 
When we believe we see water, we can at once verify the truth of 
our perception by touching or drinking the water; but when we 
only remember to have seen water some time back and at a distant 
place, it is obviously impossible for us to go to the place and verify 
the truth of our स्मृति. Hence a different test of truth is applied 
to स्मृति, a test; by the way, recognized in the case of all mediate 
cognitions, namely, the correctness or incorrectness of the original 
notions which produce them. Thus the validity of an अनुमिति 
depends on the validity of the परामदी, while the truth of शाब्दबोध 
depends on the correct knowledge of the arra. Similarly the 
-truth of स्मृति depends upon the truth of the original अनुभव. But 
there is one drawback to this method. Suppose the original अनुमव 
was true but the impression left by it is distorted or partially 
effaced by lapse of time; then the remembrance will be obviously 
mutilated and false, although the apprehension itself was right. Or 
suppose both the apprehension and the impression were good, but 
owing to some accidental cause, such as 4 want of proper उद्दोधक 

-or the presence of any obstruction or inattention, the remembra- 
nce does not fully agree with the अनुभव; yet it cannot be प्रमा, 
Again dreams are supposed to be स्मरणात्मक and are often produced 
by actual experience of the things perceived; why are then all 
dreams false? These objections can be answered by saying that 
every स्मृति requires to be verified, if not with external objects, at 
least with true cognitions of those external objects. 


— — Á 3 
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SECTS. LXVI-LXXII. seit गुणाः . 


What is experienced by all with agreeable feelings is 


Pleasure. 
What is experienced by all with disagreeable feelings is Pain. 
Desire is yearning. 
Aversion is irritation. 
Action is effort. ` 
Merit is the product of enjoined actions. 
Demerit is the product of prohibited actions. 


1. Sections 66 to 72 contain short definitions of the next 
seven qualities. The group consists of three pairs of correlated 
qualities, namely सुखदुःख, इच्छाद्वेष, and धर्माधर्मं and one single 
quality प्रयत्न, The two qualities which form each a pair, though 
correlated, are not contradictories of each other; but both are 
positive qualities of opposite kinds. 

2. सुख (Pleasure) is defined in the text, as ‘that which is 

experienced by all with agreeable feelings’, 

Pleasure and Pain. while दुःख (Pain) is ‘that which is ex- 
perienced with disagreeable feelings.’ They 

are not absolute negations of each other; and may often co-exist, 
as when a king enjoys much pleasure together with occasional 
grief. The definitions of सुख and दु:ख given in the text seem to be 
faulty, and are therefore replaced by better ones in the commentary, 
for, as Nilakantha remarks, मूलं सुखादिलक्षणपरं न संभवति, परद्रव्योपभो- 
यादिजन्यसुखे साधूनां द्वेपदर्शनादव्याप्तेरिद्याशक्लायां. सुख्यहमिद्यादिप्रलक्षप्रसिद्धं 
सुखत्वादिकमेव लक्षणम्‌. It is unphilosophical to label once for all 
certain external objects as सुखकारक and certain others as दु:ख- 
जनक, for the same thing may be pleasurable to one man and 
- painful to another. The best criterion in this case is therefore the 
individual experience of each man ( सुख्यहमिल्यनुव्यवसाय: ). But the 
question again arises what kind of individual experience is plea- 
surable and what is painful. Hence more elaborate definitions of 
` सुख and दुःख are given, like those in N. B. सुख, says N. B., is 
इतरेच्छानधीनेच्छाविषय, that is, pleasure is desired for its own sake 
and not for the purpose of satisfying the desire of some other 
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thing; or in other words, pleasure is the ultimate aim of all our 
acts and is not a means to some other end. Similarly pain is the 


object of aversion in itself, and not because it causes aversion 
for any other thing. 


3. इच्छा and द्वेष, desire and aversion, are respectively defined 
Desire and aversion, as * wishing” and ‘ irritation’. 


4. प्रयत्न or effort is not the actual act, but rather the readi- 
ness of the mind coupled with an attempt 
Effort. towards performing that act, as when -a 
dying person makes an effort to speak, but 
cannot do so owing to a failure of his powers. प्रयत्न or कृति as it 
is sometimes called, is therefore best rendered by effort, or volition. 
5. धर्म (merit) and अधर्म (demerit) are the two varieties of 
अदृष्ट (Destiny), and imply two positive 
Merit and Demerit. ‘things popularly known as पुण्य and पाप 
respectively. Merit is that which is pro- 
duced from acts enjoined by Sruti, while demerit is produced from 
the doing of prohibited acts. For example, the Vedic text ज्योति- 
Aia स्वर्गकामो यजेत is a विधि, and therefore the performance of a 
ज्योतिष्टोम sacrifice would produce merit; while न कल्ले भक्षयेत being a 
निषेध, the eating of awa fruit would produce demerit. 


नक्सल 


SECTS. LXXIII and LXXIV, आत्मगुणाः . 


The eight qualities, cognition etc. are special attributes of 
soul only. 


Cognition, desire and effort are of two kinds: eternal and 
. mon-eternal; eternal belong to God, non-eternal to human soul. 


1. The eight qualities from बुद्धि to अधर्म are the special 
characteristics of soul only, i. e. they are subjective as opposed to 
other qualities which have objective or external existence. They 
are also correlated to one another as cause and effect, and are 
mentioned in that order. Each of these in fact is the effect of 

TS.-46 


362 Tarka-Sdmgraha [ SECT. LXXIV: 


that immediately preceding it and the cause of that next follow: 
ing i. वुद्धि Cognition is of course the foundation of all internal 
experiences. Of these सुख and दुःख are the ultimate objects to 
be desired or avoided. The notions of pleasure and pain respec. 
tively produce corresponding desire ( इच्छा) or aversion (द्वेष) for 
their means, This desire or aversion gives rise to an effort ( प्रयत्न.) 
directed towards obtaining or avoiding those means. Good and 
ad efforts produce merit and demerit respectively ; while these 
Jast produce a संस्कार on the mind, which संस्कार becomes, when 
3ipened, the cause of a succession of births. 


2. विशेषयुण8 or special qualities are enumerated in the verse 
quoted at p. 86 supra. Out of these, eight i. e. the six, intellect, 
"pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and effort, and Adrsta or fate 
"including both merit and demerit are the special qualities of Soul 
"only. The significance of मात्र, only, is that these qualities reside 
in Soul alone and nowhere else, while the other special qualities 
"are found in other substances. A विशेपयुण is defined by T. D. in 
‘the next section as a quality that resides in only one substance at 
‘a time and not in two or more substances conjointly, such as 
‘number etc. See p. 87, supra. 


SECT, LXXV. संस्कारः . 


Faculty or Impulse is of three kinds : Velocity, Mental 
impression and Elasticity. 


^. 1. संस्कार or Faculty is almost undefinable, as may be guessed 
from the truism given by T. D. The reason 

Faculty. of it seems to be that its three varieties are 

so incongruous and different in nature that 

no general definition can be equally applicable to all. The wonder 
rather is how these irreconcilable things came to be classed under 
one head. S. C. gives a definition which is only a little better : 
, सामान्यगुणात्मविशेषयुणोभयवृत्तिगुणत्वव्याप्यजातिमान्‌ , ‘that which has a 
. जाति ( संस्कारत ) which is next below युणत्वजाति and which resides 
"in both the general qualities and the special qualities of Soul.’ 
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The qualities are sharply divided into two classes general and 
special, but संस्कार is the only quality which is common to both 
since two of its varieties, Velocity and Elasticity go under general 
qualities, while the third called भावना or mental impression is the 
special quality of Soul. Another and perhaps a still better 
definition of संस्कार is given by Tarkika-Raksa :— «este: 
समुत्पाद्यस्तज्ञातीयस्य कारणम्‌ । स्वयं यस्माद्विजातीय: संस्कारः स गुणो भवेत्‌ “A 
property which produces an effect from a cause of the same kind, 
although it is itself dissimilar.” This means that whenever a qua- 
lity or action in a thing is repeated or produces effects exactly 
similar to itself by some internal force and without external 
agency, the internal force is called संस्कार. : 
2. The three varieties of संस्कार are वेग (Velocity), भावना 
( Mental impression) and -स्थितिस्थापक (Elasa 
Faculty is of ticity). The first is said to reside in the 
three kinds. five corporeal (मूर्त) substances only, namely, 
earth, water, light, air and mind; and the 
‘reason is obvious, for there can be no velocity or motion unless the 
thing has a limited dimension. भावना is simply defined as that 
impression which is born of अनुभव and becomes the cause of 
remembrance. Renga or Elasticity is that power or force 
which brings a thing back to its normal shape or condition when- 
ever it is distorted. Elasticity is found in earthy things such as 
amat. The several remarks of T. D. have been already explained 
in their proper places, and so need not be noticed here. Of these 
three varieties भावना alone deserves the name of संस्कार, and is 
generally referred to by that word. The other two are common 
properties of all material things and can be termed संस्कार only by 
a very far-fetched analogy. Ballantyne thinks that the similarity 
of the three varieties of संस्कार consists in the thing acting by itself 
without an impulse from an external agent. The explanation is 
plausible, though not quite convincing. संस्कार is therefore an 
impulse inhering in the very thing in which a property reprodu- 
ces itself. This is at best the only characteristic wherein the 
three varieties agree. 





le Tarkika-Raksa, V. 48. S 
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SECTS. LXXVI-LXXIX, कर्मसामान्यसमवायविशेषाः . 


Action consists of motion. That which causes connection with 
the region upwards is Tossing; that which causes connection with 
the region downwards is Dropping; that which causes connection 
nearer the body is Pulling or Contraction; that which causes 
connection with a distant place is Rushing or Expansion. 47 else 
is Motion, residing only in the four substances Earth etc. and 
‘mind. 


These sections treat of the remaining categories except the 
last. For an explanation of them, see Notes on Sect. V to 
Sect. VIII, pp. 81-99 Supra. 


SECT. LXXX. अभावः . 


Antecedent negation is without a beginning but has an end, and 
exists before the production of an effect. Destruction has a begin- 
ning but no end, and occurs after the production of effect. Absolute 
negation exists during three times (past, present and future), 
and has a counter-entity determined by connection ( with another ), 
e. g. there is no jar on ground. Reciprocal negation is that whose 
counter-entity is determined by relation of identity, e. g. a jar is 
not a piece of cloth. 


1. अभाव or Negation is defined by its very name ( mafra: ). 

As the author has already stated its four 

Negation. kinds, he now goes on to define each of 

` ‘them. ‘Antecedent negation has an end but 

no beginning,’ while ‘ Consequent negation or destruction has a 
beginning but no end.’ The other two negations “have neither 
beginning nor end. Thus the first two form one group of transient 
negations, the other two a second group of permanent ones. 
Antecedent and Consequent negations are spoken of with reference 
1०४ कार्य, the one representing the time before production, and the 
other representing the time after destruction. Thus प्रागभाव, कार्य 
and qq may be said to represent in order the three divisions of 
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eternal time, past, present and future, of which the past ( प्रागभाव ) 
has no beginning and the future (ध्वंस) has no end because time 
itself is eternal. Between these two divisions of eternity lies the 
कार्य which is limited both ways, namely, by creation at one end 
and by destruction at the other. But suppose a कार्य which has 
once been destroyed is reproduced; will not then its intermediate 
ध्वंस have been destroyed in its turn by the reproduction? The 
Naiyayika answers, no; because the second कार्य though produced 
from the same materials, is distinct from the first. That which 
was destroyed was destroyed for ever, while the new production is 
one which never existed before. T. D. mentions three characte- 
ristics 0† प्रागभाव and ध्वंस each; both reside on the intimate or 
material cause of their प्रतियोगी, e. g. घटाभाव resides on मृत्परमाणु; 
they are respectively the cause and effect of their प्रतियोगी; and 
. they are respectively the reasons why people say of a thing that 
. ‘it will be," or that ‘itis destroyed’. 
2. Absolute negation is ‘that which is eternal and has a प्रति+ 
5 योगी determined by some connection (with 
Absolute negation. another thing), "while reciprocal negation 
has a प्रतियोगी that is determined by the 
relation of identity of two things.’ The qualification तकालिक 
( भूतभविष्यद्वतंमानवृत्तिरियर्थः V. V.) distinguishes अलन्ताभाव from 
प्रागभाव and ध्वंस, while संसर्गावच्छिक्नप्रतियोगिकत्व distinguishes it from 
अन्योन्याभाव. The name अलन्ताभाव may be explained by the deriva- 
tion अन्तमवधिमतिक्रान्तो निलो5भाव इति व्युत्पत्ति: । अत एवायमालन्तिकलैकालिक 
इत्यभिधीयते. 
संसर्ग is the connection by which one thing may reside on 
another. Thus a घट resides on its अधिकरण the gs by संयोग- 
` संबन्ध, while गन्ध resides in earth by समवायसंबन्ध, each of which is 


called dat. Now if a jar stands on any spot of ground we say ~~ 


घटवद्भूतलम्‌ by which of course we mean संयोगसंवन्येन घटवत्‌.) and 
hence even in such a case we are free to say that समवायसंबन्धेन 
भूतले घटो नास्ति. The jar stands on the spot by संयोगसँवन्ध; but not 


by समवायसंवन्ध; so that although भूतल is घटवत्‌ by संयोग it is घटा- 


भाववत्‌ by समवाय. Here घट is the प्रतियोगी of भूतलनिष्ठ घटाभाव, not 


by संयोग but by समवाय; or more briefly the प्रतियोगिता of घट is- 


aanas. Similarly although earth possesses odour by 
समवाय, the गन्ध may be said to be संयोगावच्छिन्नत्वेन प्रतियोगी of पुथिवी* 
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निष्ठगन्थालन्ताभाव. Whenever therefore an अलन्ताभाव of a thing is 
spoken of, it is always understood that the absolute negation 15 
predicated of the अधिकरण by some particular dai. Hence 
अल्यन्ताभाव is defined as संसर्गावच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताकः . 
3. अन्योन्याभाव is distinguishable from अलन्ताभाव in having 
to depend on a different kind of संवन्ध. In 
Reciprocal negation the former a thing is प्रतियोगी of an अभाव 
distinguished. residing in another by तादात्म्यसंबन्ध, and not 
by संयोग or समवाय as is the case with अलन्ता- 
भाव, In simple language, when we speak of absolute negation we 
deny any connection between the प्रतियोगी on the one hand and the 
अनुयोगी, that is, the अधिकरण, on the other; in reciprocal negation 
we deny only the identity of the two. When we say भूतलं घटो न, 
we only convey that they are not identical; but when we say भूतले 
'घरो नास्ति, we mean something more; we convey that not only भूतल 
and घट are non-identical; but that they are not even connected 
together. अलन्ताभाव is the denial of a सर्ग between two things; 
अन्योन्याभाव is the denial of their तादात्म्य. Thus if we say स्तम्भः पिशाचो 
न, we deny the identity of the ghost and the post; if we say स्तम्भे 
पिशाचो न we deny the existence of the ghost on the post. The 
nature of the अभाव is therefore determined by the form of the 
denial although the idea conveyed may be the same, पटे wed 
नास्ति and घट: पटो न both mean the same thing; but one is an 
agama while the other is an अन्योन्याभाव. 
4. S. C. divides अलन्ताभाव into two sorts, एकपर्याप्तधर्मावच्छिन्न- 
प्रतियोगिताकः ‘that whose प्रतियोगी is a pro- 
Divisions of absolute perty residing in one substance as घटत्वा- 
-negation भाव and अनेकपर्याप्तधर्मावच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताक: ‘that 
whose प्रतियोगी is a property jointly resid- 
ing in many things as ह्वित्वाभाव, ' But this it not the only division 
possible, for, as T. D. remarks, both अलन्ताभाव and अन्योन्याभाव 
will have as many kinds as the संसर्ग and the तादात्म्य of the प्रतियोगी 
will be various, although the प्रतियोगी itself remains the same. 
5. The sentence in T. D., explaining the multiplicity of abso- 
. lute and reciprocal negations, is even as 
An obscure passage corrected very obscure if not positively 
in-T. D. incorrect. It reads प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकारोप्य- 
eae संसर्गमेदादेकप्रतियोगिकयोरलन्ताभावान्योन्याभावयोवंडु - 
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त्वम्‌. The sentence will be intelligible if we take आरोप्य to 
mean 44 or property. It will then mean that *अझन्ताभाव and 
अन्योन्याभाव, though having one प्रतियोगी, are manifold owing to 
the variety ( भेदात्‌) of the properties (आरोप्यं) and connections 
(संसग) that are respectively प्रतियोगितावच्छेदक in each case’; that 
is, the number of अन्यो० depends on the variety of प्रति०-वच्छे०-धर्म, 
and that of so on the variety of प्रति०-वच्छे०-संसर्ग, Nilakantha 
interprets the sentence in the same way. The remark appears to 
have been copied from a passage in Raghunatha Siromani? 
Didhiti, which, being more explicit, may be profitably compared 
with it. Raghunatha says एकप्रतियोगिकयोरप्यद्यन्ताभावान्योन्याभावयोः प्रति- 
योगितावच्छेदकधर्म - प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकसंसर्ग-भेदादवडुत्वम्‌ । तत्र प्रति०--संसर्ग- 
भेदादलन्ताभाववडुत्वम्‌। प्रति०-- धर्ममेदादन्योन्याभाववहुत्वमिति योजना. An 
illustration will make all this clear. The अलन्ताभाव of केवल 
देवदत्त is distinct from.that of दण्डविशिष्ट देवदत्त, because the प्रति- 
योगितावच्छेदक in one is केवलदेवदत्तसंसर्ग and in the other दण्डविशिष्ट- 
देवदत्तसंसर्ग., In अन्योन्याभाव there is no wat and therefore the 
तादात्म्य is considered with respect to properties (थम) residing 
on प्रतियोगी. Thus the अन्योन्याभाव of श्वेत घट is different from 
that of नील घट, because the प्रतियोगितावच्छेदक is नीलत्व in one and 
खेतत्व in the other case. 

6. In conclusion T. D. notices some of. the different views 
propounded in connection with अभाव, The Vaisesikas recognize 
a fifth अभाव called सामयिकाभाव ‘temporary absence? in such 
cases as इह भूतले घटो नास्ति. The घटाभाव exists on भूतल. so long 
as घट is absent, and vanishes as soon as it is brought there; it is 
not therefore त्रैकालिक and so differs from असन्ताभाव- Annambhatta 
includes it in अलन्ताभाव, for as a matter of fact घटाभाव resides 
permanently on भूतल while its occasional disappearance may be 
explained by its being covered by घट whenever the latter is 
present. A rule is therefore laid down that the अलन्ताभाव of घट, 
though नित्य, is manifested only when it is accompanied by either 
the प्रागभाव or seis of घटसंयोग on spe. 

7. A writer named Saundadopadhyaya introduced a new 
kind of अभाव called व्यधिकरणधर्मावच्छिज्ञाभाव in such examples as पटत्वेन 
घरो नास्ति, that is, घट does not exist on yaw in the form of qe 


<; -l Bhimicirya, Nyaya—Kosa, 2nd ed., p. 45, note 2, 
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although it may exist there as घट; but Annambhatta along with 
the majority of Nyaya writers considers it at the most a case of 
केवलान्वयि अनुमान and not a simple अभाव. Asa matter of fact this 
variety of अभाव is recognized for dialectical purposes only and is 
of little use in practical life. 


8. Opposed to the Naiyayikas were the Prabhakara school of 
Mimamsakas (followers of Prabhakara or 
Negation not re- Guru), who refused to recognize अभाव as a 
cognized by other separate category existing apart from its 
systematists. अधिकरण. According to them and generally 
according to all the Mimàrisakas and Vedan- 
tins अभाव is only अधिकरणकैवल्यमात्रम्‌, ‘simple substratum and 
nothing more’. T. D. rejects this view on the ground that it is 
impossible to determine what अधिकरणकेवल्य is. But if, says the 
Mimamsaka, अभाव is a separate category, there will be अनवस्था, 
for as घटाभाव is different from घट, the अभाव of घटाभाव will 
differ from it, and so the number of अभावs will be infinite. To 
remove this objection, the ancient Naiyayikas regarded the second 
अभाव i. e. घटाभावाभाव is identical with qz. The moderns, however, 
go one step further and regard the second अभाव as distinct from 
both घट and घटाभाव; but the अभाव of that, namely the third 
अभाव, was identified with the first घटाभाव, the reason being that 
an अभाव being a negation can be identical with an अभाव only and 
never with a भाववस्तु like घट. Annambhatta appears to favour the 
ancient view. 


SECT. LXXXI. उपसंहारः . 


As all things are included severally in those enumerated, it 
is proved that there are only seven categories. 
1. The author concludes his Compendium of Seven Categories 
: by showing that all the other padārthas 
The seren-fold mentioned by Gotama as well as other 


enumeration is ` writers are included in some one of the 
exhaustive. seven enumerated at the beginning of this 


book. Gofama's first aphorism which is 
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quoted by T. D. contains a list of sixteen padarthas recognized by 
the Naiyayikas proper, namely प्रमाण (Proof), प्रमेय (Object of 


knowledge ), संशय (Doubt), प्रयोजन ( Motive ), दृष्टान्त (Instance), ` 


सिद्धान्त (Conclusion), अवयव (Premise), तर्क ( Reductio ad Ab- 
surdum ), निर्णय ( Determination ), वाद ( Disquisition ) जल्प ( Con- 
troversy ), वितण्डा ( Cavil), हेत्वाभास (Fallacy ) छल (Perversion ), 
जाति ( Self-contradiction ), and fremere (Refutation ). T. D. then 
briefly explains each of these and its subdivisions. All these 
are not properly speaking categories but only so many topics that 
require to be attended to in a disputation with an antagonist. 
Gotama’s 16 topics which are meant for dialectical purposes are 
therefore in no way irreconcilable with the seven Categories of 


Kanada which are metaphysical. There are, however, some other . 


things recognized as separate padarthas by other systematists. But 
they also fall under the seven mentioned in this book. For in- 
stance, शक्ति (Power) and «ew (Ownership), says T. D., are 
not independent categories as some have supposed. The power of 
burning which resides in fire is not different from fire, while the 
power of ashes to cleanse metals is also not distinct from the wash- 
ing away of those ashes, after they have purified the metals. स्वत्व 
or ownership is only the capability of a thing for being disposed of 
just as one pleases, and is therefore nothing but a quality of the 
thing. सादृश्य ( Resemblance) has also been supposed by some 
to be a distinct padartha; but Visvanatha answers: सादृदयमपि न 
पदार्थान्तरं किं तु तद्भिन्नत्वे सति तद्वतभूयोधमंवत्त्वम्‌ । यथा चन्द्रभिन्ने सति 
चन्द्रयताह्वादकत्वादिमत्त्वं सुखे चन्द्रसादश्यम्‌ |” 
2. The last paragraph of T. D. begins with a curious disqui- 
sition on the meaning of the Potential form, 
What is an injunction. यजेत, जुहुयात्‌. etc., which is usually employed 
in Vedic injunctions, but it is rather diffi- 
cult to see how the topic is relevant in a book on Nyaya, unless of 
course it is intended to show that the Nyaya system, although 
differing considerably from the exegetical school of Mimamsakas, 
is not really inconsistent with the unquestioned authority of the 
Vedas and has its own method of interpreting Vedic texts. ffi, 
according to Gotama, is a विधायकवाक्य, ‘a text which enjoins some 


1. S. M., Calc. ed., p. 4. 
TS. 47 ; 
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act upon men’? Vedic texts are either विधि (Injunction ), अर्थ- 
वाद (Statement of a fact) or अनुवाद (Repetition), of which विधि 
' is the principal and the other two only subsidiary to it. Jnjunc- 
tion is of two kinds, नियोग (Command) such as अग्निहोत्रं जुहुयात्‌. 
धस्वर्गकामः, or अनुज्ञा (Permission) such as ज्योतिष्टोमेन स्वर्गकामो यजेत, 
the difference between the two being that the first enjoins a निल- 
कर्म which entails sin if omitted, while the second prescribes only 
‘a काम्यकर्म which may or may not be performed. Annambhatta’s 
definition of विधि is “a sentence which conveys knowledge that 
prompts a desire for action which in its turn produces effort". 
The second of the above texts for instance prompts a यजमान to 
perform a ज्योतिष्टोम, and then he makes preparations for the cere- 
mony. But one might ask how can ज्योतिष्टोम be the cause of the 
attainment of heaven to the यजमान since a cause must be फलायोग- 
व्यवच्छिन्न, ‘immediately preceding the effect’, while in this case 
the end of the sacrifice and its फल, viz. the attainment of heaven 
(which can take place only after the death of यजमान ) may be 
separated by considerable lapse of time? To remove this difficulty 
and establish a connection between the cause ज्योतिष्टोम and the फल 
स्वर्ग, a व्यापार is assumed in the interval, called अपूर्व, 


3. Although the Naiyayika accepts the efficacy of Vedic rites 

as befits every orthodox systematist, he does 
| The summum bonum. not depend upon them exclusively. The 
attainment of heaven by means of the Vedic 
rites is not according to him the true goal of man. The end and 
aim of philosophy, says T. D., such as the knowledge of the seven 
padarthas, is Salvation, which consists in recognizing the self as 
distinct from body and other material things. This is laid down 
in the celebrated text, “Oh Maitreyi, the self should be perceived, 
heard, considered and contemplated upon.” Gotama defines 
निःश्रेयस or अपवर्गं as आलन्तिकी दुःखनिवृत्ति “eternal cessation of 
pain,’ while Kanada declares that मोक्ष or salvation consists in 
“the separation of the soul from the former body, not followed by 








1. G. S. II, 1, 62. 


2. आत्मा वा अरे द्रष्टव्यः श्रोतव्यो मन्तव्यो निदिध्यासितव्यो मैत्रेयि :। 
Brh. Ar. Up. IV, 45, 
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its union with another owing to the absence of अदृष्ट.” According 
to both salvation consists not in any kind of positive pleasure as 
the Mimirnsakas think, but in the complete and eternal cessation 
of all pain. This can be attained by right knowledge alone, as 
is distinctly said in the Sruti, ‘az विदित्वातिमृत्युमेति नान्यः पन्था 
विद्यतेयनाय. ” १ कर्म, 1. €. the Vedic rite, does not directly lead to 
salvation as the Mimamsakas suppose; but it only prepares the 
ground for the attainment of knowledge by destroying sins and 
purifying the soul. When this knowledge is digested by constant 
contemplation, it ripens and leads to कैवल्य. This process is descri- 
bed in Gotama’s second aphorism, दुःखजन्मप्रवृत्तिदोपमिथ्याज्ञानानामु- 
ततरोत्तरापाये तदनन्तरापायादपवर्गः.' ` Of the five things, pain, birth, 
effort, faults and erroneous knowledge, the destruction of the 
subsequent leads to the destruction of the immediately preceding, 
-and so ultimately the salvation follows. The destruction of मिथ्या- 
ज्ञान causes the removal of various दोषऽ such as राग, Ew etc. 
When these are removed effort also ceases, for no desire is left to 
induce प्रवृत्ति, Cessation of sgfw necessarily stops जन्ममरणपरंपरा; 
for प्रवृत्ति having ceased, no action is done and no age which is 
the cause of जन्म is produced. When the series of births ends, it 
is necessarily followed by the cessation of pain, for then the soul 
is for ever freed from the body which is the seat of pain. Finally 
complete cessation of pain brings on salvation, which is the 
ultimate goal of all true philosophy. The proper way to attain 
salvation is therefore to attack the very beginning, namely मिथ्या- 
ज्ञान which lies at the root of all our misery. This मिथ्याज्ञान 
consists in the erroneous identification of the soul with our body 
and with material objects. Cognitions such as अहे सुखी, अहं दुःखी 
are all products of such wrong identification. It is the purpose of 
true Sastra therefore to destroy this मिथ्याज्ञान by imparting सय- 
ज्ञान, This true knowledge is the correct knowledge of the seven 
categories, for it is only by knowing these accurately that one can 
discriminate them from the eternal and transcendental Soul. To 
give a right knowledge of padarthas is therefore the प्रयोजन of this 
Sastra. The necessity for inculcating this प्रयोजन arises from our 





1, Vifvanatha, V. S. Vriti, II, 18. 
2. Suetagvatara Up. VI. 15. 
$. G. 8. 1,1, 2, 


. 
LEM lll LLL LLL LUI )1ÉG)QTGALLOLLLGGLLLCAGGEGLGÁQ0LQQáLLG2 क तील क L'IiüiciLirw, )]ADIEBBIBBBI)U DIc PIE üdEGAHLUUG""MSUIPIUGUA"AAuLIA!GRS uu LO 


372 Tarka-Saingraha [ SECT. LXXXI. 


common experience as expressed in the maxim प्रयोजनमनुद्दिश्य न 
मन्दोऽपि sada which is as true in the case of acquisition of 
knowledge as in other walks of life. All systems of Indian. 
philosophy open with an enunciation of अनुबन्धचतुष्टय, the four 
requisites of every Sastra, and प्रयोजन or purpose, which is one of 
them, is invariably stated to be the तत्त्वज्ञान, the knowledge of 
reality, leading to salvation. Ancient Hindu philosophers may 
fight with one another on almost every point, but in one respect 
they agree among themselves and differ from the votaries of other 
religions, viz. in holding that it is knowledge of truth and not 
blind faith in a revelation or a Saviour that is the road to 
salvation. Even the religion of Bhakti which spread through and 
permeated popular thought in India in later times under Mahome- 
dan influence was based on the solid principle of तत्त्वज्ञान, The 
doctrine of ज्ञानान्मोक्षः is in fact the corner-stone of all the 
philosophical systems of India 


Appendix A, 


Meaning of Avacchedaka. 


Nothing is more difficult for.a beginner than to understand the 
exact sense of the Avacchedaka and its varieties which occur 
so frequently in Nyaya, writings. The following Note on the 
meaning of the word appended to Cowell’s translation of Udayana- 
carya’s Kusumüfijali will therefore be found useful :— 


* The term Avacchedaka has at least three meanings, as dis- 
tinguishing, particularizing and determining. 
. a. In the phrase ‘a blue lotus’ * blue’ is the distinguishing 
Avacchedaka (i.e. Visegana) of the lotus; — it distinguishes it 
from others of different colours. 


b. In the sentence ‘ the bird sits on the tree on the branch ' 
(वृक्षे शाखायां पक्षी ) Sakhayan particularises the exact spot—this 
is the ekadesavacchedaka. 

c. But the third is the usual Naiyayika use of the word i. e. 
as determining (niyamaka). Wherever we find a relation which 
is not itself included in any one of the seven categories but is 
common to several, we require something to determine its different 
varieties; thus if we say that fire is the cause of smoke, or vice 
versa smoke the efiect of fire, we do not mean only this particular 
case but any fire or smoke; we therefore require, to determine 
this particular relation of causality, something which shall be 
always found present with it. Thus in ‘ fire is the cause of smoke’ 
it will be vahnitva, the species of all fires. This will always be 
found present wherever the causation of smoke is found, and it is 
therefore called the dhiima-karanatdvacchedaka as dhimatva 
would be the vahnikaryatavacchedaka. If we have several causes 
or effects (as e. g. green wood in the case of smoke), each karanata 
or karyata will require its own avacchedaka. But we could not say 
that ‘substance’ is the avacchedaka of * quality ° although it does 
always accompany .it, because quality is a category by itself and 
common to several. An avacchedaka is always required for such 
relations as karanata, karyata, Sakyata, jneyata, pratiyogita, etc. 
Thus gotva is the avacchedaka of the go-Sabda-Sakyatà as otherwise 


374 Turka-Sanigralta 


the word go might be restricted to mean only this particular cow, 
or extended to include every animal; and in imme प्रतियोगी 
वह्निः, we have vahnitva as the avacehedaka of the pratiyogita. This 
determining notion need not be always a species; thus in कार्यस्य 
जनकश्चेट्टावान्‌ cesta is the avacchedaka of karanata, and cesta is 
included in the category of ‘action.’ " (Cowell, Kusumanjali of 
Udayanacarya, p. 26 ). > 


—— 


ue Appendix B. r 

. The following lists of all the known commentaries on Annam- 
bhatta’s Tarka-Samgraha and Tarka-Dipika are compiled from 
Aufrecht’s Catalogus Catalogorum, Bhimacarya's Nyaya-ko$a, 
Hall's Bibliographical Index of Indian Philosophical Systems and 
Other sources. Letters in brackets indicate the copies consulted, 
for which see Appendix C. 


I. Commentaries on तर्कसंग्रह 


१ तर्कसंग्रहदीपिका or तकंदीपिका by the author of T. S. himself, 
printed at various places. 
- २ न्यायबोधिनी by गोवर्धनमिश्र, printed by N. 8. Press at Bombay. 
-३ सिद्धान्तचन्द्रोदय by श्रीकृष्णधूर्जटिदीक्षित, printed at Benares. 
४ wane by «tft, printed by N. S. Press at Bombay. 
५ तर्कसंग्रहतत्त्वप्रकाश by नीलकण्ठ; this is perhaps नीलकण्ठी. 
६ निरुक्ति or पट्टाभिरामटिप्पणी by पट्टाभिराम or माधवपदाभिराम, prin- 
ted in 1915 at Madras ( W. ). 
७ तर्कसंग्रहवाक्यार्थनिरक्ति or निरक्ति, printed in 1915 at Madras ( W.) 
८ तर्क॑सग्रहचन्द्रिका by मुकुन्दभट्ट गाडगीळ, printed by N.S. Prees at 
- Bombay. 
९ तर्कसंग्रहव्याख्या or वाक्यवृत्ति by weh गोडबोले, printed in 1915 
at Madras ( W. ) 
१० तर्कसग्रहटीका by अनन्तनारायण. 
११ तकफक्षिका by क्षमाकल्याण, 
१२ न्यायार्थलघुवोथिनी by गोवर्धनरज्ञाचार्य- 
१३ तर्कसंग्रहरीका by गौरीकान्त- 
१४ निरुक्ति by जगन्नाथशास्िन्‌ . 
१५: न्यायवोधिनी by शुछरत्ननाथ. 
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१६` त; सँ. टीका 09 रामनाथ. ` 323 2 
१७ ततर्कसंग्रहतरङ्गिणी by विन्ध्येश्वरी प्रसाद. 
१८ त. सं. टीका by विश्वनाथ. 
१९ तर्कचन्द्रिका 07 प्रभा by वैद्यनाथ गाडगीळ. 
२० त. सं. टीका by हनुमान्‌ son of व्यास. 
२१ त. सं. व्याख्या by मुरारि. 
२९ तर्कसंग्रद्वोपन्यास ; author unknown. 
२३ तकेसंग्रहटीका; author not known. 
२४ तर्कसंम्रहराङ्कु; ditto. 
२५ न्यायचन्द्रिका ; ditto. 
II. Commentaries on तर्कदीपिका. 

१ तकंसंग्रहदीपिकाप्रकाश ०7 नीलकण्ठप्रकाशिका by नीलकण्ठशाल्निन्‌ , 
author of तत्त्वचिन्तामणिदीधितिटीका, This is again commented on by 
रामभद्रभटू, It is printed at Bombay, Benares and Madras. 

२ रामरुद्रीयम्‌ by रामरुद्रभट, printed at Madras ( W ). 

३ नृसिंदप्रकाशिका or akda by राय नरसिंह, printed at 
Madras (W ). ` y 

v पट्टाभिरामप्रकागिका ends abruptly at वायु, printed at Madras 
(४). 

५ भास्करोदया, a commentary on नीलकण्ठी by wife, son 
of नीलकण्ठ, printed by N. S. Press at Bombay (R ). 

६ adnan by क्षमाकल्याण, pupil of जिनलाभसरि who wrote his 
commentary on both T. S. and T. D. in 1772 A. D. 

७ सरतकल्पतरु by श्रीनिवास. 

८ टीका by गज्ञापधरभट्ट. 

९ टीका by जगदीशभट्ट- 

१० तत्त्वाथंदीपिका by वाधूर्वेङ्कटयुरु. 

Appendix C. 

The present edition of the Tarka-Sa:ngraha and its two com- 
mentaries is based on the following copies. Of these fourteen, 
twelve are printed or lithographed editions, and the rest were 
Mss. Out of these, twelve give the text of Samgraha, eleven of 
the Dipika and eight of the Nyaya-Bodhini.- In some cases the 
same copy gives both the original and either of the two com- 
mentaries, while the one marked C contains all the three. These 
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have been marked as one. The following conspectus will give an 
idea of the varied character of the editions and Mss. consulted:— 


Tarka-Samgraha. 
A—Tarka-Samgraha with Dipika (3rd ed.), carefully edited by 
the late Mr. K. P.Parab and printed at the Nirnayasagar 
Press, Bombay. 


B— The text of Samgraha alone, printed in Ballantyne's Lectures 

on Nyaya Philosophy ( Allahabad 1849 ). 
@— A lithograph edition of Samgraha, Dipika and Nyaya-bodhini 
with different paging for each and belonging to the Jeypur 
library. It is very carelessly printed. A portion of the 
Samgraha from the 28th to the 31st section inclusive, as well 
as the concluding paragraph of the Dipika and the portion of 
Nyaya-bodhini after शब्दपरिच्छेद are missing. However, it 
generally gives correct readings and proved useful in disputed 
places. It was obtained from the . late Pundit Durga-Prasad 
of Jeypur. 

D—An oblong edition of Sarngraha with the commentary 
Siddhanta-Candrodaya by Srikrsna Dhürjati Diksita printed 
at Benares in 1881. It is carefully edited and proved a useful 
guide, chiefly owing to the commentary which is copious, 
though not always accurate. 


.E—An oblong edition of Samgraha with the commentary Vakya- 
Vriti of Meru Sastri printed at Poona in 1873. Its value 
consists entirely in the commentary. 

F—An annotated edition of Samgraha and Dipika by Mr. K. C. 
Mehendale, B. A. This, although professing to be based on two 
orthree Mss., does not materially differ from the Nirnaya 
Sagar edition. A second edition of this has been published in 
1908 with the addition ofa new Sanskrit commentary b 
Pandit Bhavanishankar Shastri. ; 


G—A Ms. containing the Samgraha and the Dipika obtained from 
the library of Baroda Sanskrit Pathasala. It gives important 
variants in several places, especially in the Dipika which are 

: . not to be found in other copies. It closely agrees with J, and 
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Séems to have’ been copied either from it or from some 
common original. It bears no date. 

Hi—Ms. containing Samgraha only obtained from Ratnagiri. It 
was copied at Benares in Sarhvat 1820. It varies pretty often 
from the usual text, but the readings are not generally happy. 

J — A Ms. of Samgraha and Dipika belonging to Dr. H. Jacobi of 
Bonn, Germany. It is undoubtedly the oldest and also the 
best authority. It is very clearly written and contains many 
marginal corrections in at least two hands. The Samgraha and 
the Dipika are paged differently and have different colophons. 
The colophon at the end of the Dipika is inserted in our edition 
( p. 67 supra); while that of the Samgraha runs thus :— एति 
औतर्कसंग्रहाभिधानो ser: समाप्तिमगमत्‌ । सांबशिवो जयतु । ME । 
संबत्‌ १७७० वर्ष कार्तिकशुछषष्ठयां लिखितोऽयं sem o) शुभमस्तु ॥ It 
arrived after the work of collation of the Ist edition was comps 
leted, but just in time to allow its varietas lectionis being 

incorporated in the footnotes. Fortunately except in one or 
two instances no alterations Were needed, as the readings alre- 
ady selected were found to agree with those in J. In several 
cases many doubtful readings and conjectural emendations of 
mine were unexpectedly confirmed by this Ms., a fact which is 
perhaps the best proof of the correctness of the readings 
adopted. My hearty thanks are due to Dr. Jacobi for lending 
his copy for use, and also to Mr. B. ७. Tilak of Poona who 
procured it for me. : 

I —This is an old closely written Ms. containing the Samgraha 
and the Nyaya-Bodhini and obtained from Miraj. It 
possesses great value and has been mainly relied upon for 
the text of the Nyaya-Bodhini. x 


———À —— 
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Tarka-Dipika 
Besides A, €, F, G, and J already described, three printed 
and two Ms. copies of the Dipika were available, namely :— 
L —An old and badly written Ms. of Dipika obtained from the 
Library of the late Balasastri Agase of Ratnagiri. Itseems to 
have been copied at Benares in Samvat 1790 by one Visvana- 
TS..48 
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tha Joshi, son of Gopala. It Is written in several hands and 


is often incorrect 

M-—A fine and very carefully written Ms. of Dipika.:obtained. 
from Barhanpur. -It often differed from other copies, and 
although its variants had sometimes to be rejected: it ‘was 
useful for comparison npe s 

N —An oblong edition of Dipika with the well-known commentary 

— :of Nilakantha, printed at Benares in 1875. It contains several 
additions which were not found in any other copy and which 
had therefore to be rejected. Nilakantha’s commentary, how- 
ever, proved a valuable aid in judging the correctness of a 
reading, inasmuch as it generally gives the best reading and 

' sometimes notices other variants 

P —An oblong edition of Dipika only, printed at Jagadisvara 

* Press, Bombay. It generally agrees with A and was‘not of 
much use S 

Q—An edition of Samgraha, Nilakantha's Prakasa and a com- 
mentary thereon named Bhaskarodaya by Nilakantha’s son 
Laksmi-nrsimha, edited by Pandit Mukunda Jha and printed 
by Nirnayasagar Press, Bombay 


Nydya-Bodhini. 


Besides @ and I$ already described, four printed, and two 

Ms. copies of Nyaya-Bodhini were consulted, viz :— .. 

R—A Ms. of Nyaya-Bodhini only, written carelessly and. often 
incorrectly. It was kindly lent by the late Mr. N. B. God- 
bole, B. A. of the Poona Training College. It was copied 
on the 13th Asadha Vadya, Samvat 1907, and generally 
agrees with ©. 

S—A lithograph edition of Nyaya-Bodhini printed at Benares in 
1875. The editor seems to have made no attempt at collation 
It contains many sentences and even long passages extending 
to a page or more which are not found in any of the other Mss 
consulted by me. These additions appear to be interpolations, 
consisting of explanatory paraphrases of the original short sen- 
tences, which are sometimes retained and sometimes omitted, 


on 
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T—This appears to be a reprint, and a very incorrect one too, of 
the last preceding, printed at Benares in 1881. 

U—An edition of Samgraha and Nyaya-Bodhini with annotations 
called Padakrtya, printed by Nirnaya Sagar Press, Bombay. 

V—A Ms. of Nyaya-Bodhini kindly lent by Pandit Badarinatha 
Sastrin of Baroda. It generally agrees with B, R and @, and 
was useful for ascertaining the correct reading whenever the 
other copies differed hopelessly. It sometimes gives its own 
variants. It ends at सामान्य and bears no date. 

WI—An edition of Samgraha and nine Commentaries edited and 
published by Pandit Candrasekhara Sastrigal of Mylopore, 
published in 1915 at Madras. : 

X, Y and Z—These three Mss. were kindly lent to me by Pandit 
Balacarya Gajendragadkar of Satara to whom Iam highly 
obliged for the loan. One of these, X, containing the Samgraha, 
bears the date Sake 1720. The other two, Y and Z, contain, 
the text of the Dipika. They mostly agree with G and J and 
are chiefly valuable for having been corrected under the 81965 
rintendence of the late learned Anantacarya Gajendragadkar. 


Most of the Mss. and editions of Samgraha and Dipika men- 
tioned above belong to Northern India or the Deccan. As 
Annamabhatta was a resident af Karnatak, Mss, from that quarter 
would have proved very valuable guides, but W, which is an ela- 
borate edition of Samgraha and Commentaries by a learned 
Pandit of South India, has largely supplied the desideratum. The 
copies already consulted belong to different ages and distant 
provinces, and hence the text of Annamabhatta’s two works may 
for all practical purposes be taken as settled. It is to be regretted 
that the same cannot be said of the Nyaya-Bodhini. Only a few 
copies of this work were available, and they varied among them- 
selves so much and sometimes so hopelessly, that it was often 
impossible to ascertain the correct reading. Sentences and even 
whole passages are read differently in different Mss. and the work 
of collation was most difficult in several places. The defects can 
be cured only when more trustworthy Mss. are available. 
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A, 
Abhava-2, 6, 75, 99-103, 364 


Adharma-5, 59, 361 
Adhikari-70 
Adrsta-209 
Akanksa-52, 341 
Akaraja-8 

Akasa-3, 11, 126-129, 138 
Akuficana-5, 60 
Ambiguous middle-324 
Amla-15 
Anaikàntika-44, 298 
Andhakara-4 

Anu-18 

Anubhava-21; 180 
Anubandha-70 
Anumana-34, 37, 233 
Anumiti-34, 238 
Anupalabdhi-32, 228 
Anupasamhari-44, 302 
Anuvyavasaya-22 
Anvaya-vyapti-40 
Anvaya-vyatireki-40 
Anyathasiddha-26, 192 
Anyathakhyati-56 
Anyonyabhava-6, 62, 366 
Ap-3, 7, 110 

Apana-9 

Aparatva-5, 19, 167 
Apastamba-/ntro. XXX 
Apavarga-64 
Aptrva-66 
Apramà-354 

Apta-50 
Apta-viveka-50 
Aristotle-Intro. IX 
Artha-30 


Arthapatti-55, 349 
Asadharana—44, 299 
Asamavayi-26, 27,70 — 
Asambhava-11, 81 
Asiddha-44, 46, 305 
Asrayasiddha-46 
Atidesa-50 
Ativyapti-11, 81 
Atman-3, 12, 134-137 
Atomic theory-120 
Atyantabhava-6, 62 
Audarya-8 : 
Audulomi-Jntro. XXII 
Avaci-12 
Avaksepana-5, 60 
Avayava-64 
Avyapti-11, 81 
Ayathartha—56 
Ayutasiddha-61 

B 
Badari-Intro. XXII 
Badarayana-Intro. XX 
Badhita-44, 48, 315 
Bharata-54 
Bhàva-76 
Bhavana-22, 59 
Bhoga-57 
Bhrama-57 
Buddhi-5, 20, 59, 173 
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Categories-73-75 
Causality-198 
Causes-206 

Caksu-8 
Caitanya-Intro. XLVI 
Calana-60 

Chala-64 
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Citra-14 | Gold-112 ; 
Cognition-173-176 Gotama-Intro. XV, XVII 
Colour-151-154 Guna-2, 5,.81-87 
Creation-118 Guru-63 
D Gurutva-5, 20, 168 
Destruction-119 H 
Dharma-5, 58, 361 Haribhadra Süri-Intro. XI 
Dharmakirti-/ntro. XXXVII, Harita-14 
XXXVIII Hetu-38, 39, 291 
Dharmottara-Intro. XXXVIII | Hetvabhasa-44, 64, 293 
Dhvani-21 Hrasvatva-18 
Dik-3, 12, 132, 133 I 
Dinnàga-Intro. XXXVII, Icchà-5, 58, 59, 361 
XXXVIII Illicit process of major-322 
Dirgha-18 Indriya-6, 7 
Doubt-355 Isvara-12 
Dravatva-5, 20, 168 J 
Dravya-2, 76 Jahadajahallaksapa-51 
Drsta-256 - Jahallaksana-51 
Drstànta-64 Jaimini-69 
Duhkha-5, 58, 360 Jalpa-64 
Dusta-hetu-44 Jati-64 
Dvesa-5, 58, 64, 361 Jayadeva-Intro. XLV 
Dvita-18, 161 Jiva-13, 142-144 
Dvyanuka-9 Jivàtman-12 
B 8818-21, 67 
Effect-196 K 
Ekatva-18 Kadambari-1, 71 
F Kala-3, 11, 129 
Fallacia accidents-324 Kama-58 
Fallacies-322 Kanada-Intro. XV, XVII 
. G Kapisa-14 
Gadadhara-Intro. XLVII Karana-25, 29, 60, 186-189, 210 
Gamana-60 Karana-25, 192 
Gandha-5, 16, 155 Karma-2, 5, 67, 81-89 
Gangesa-Intro. XLVI Karya-26 — 
Gavaya-49 Kasakrtsna-Intro. XXII 
Ghrana-6 Kathinatva-5 
Go-49 Katuka-15 


God-137-142 Kevalanvayi-40, 257, 284 
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Kevala-vyatireki-40, 257, 284 
Kiranàvali-1, 71 
Krsnananda-Jntro. XLVI 
Krti-58 
Krodha-58 
Kumarila-Intro. XL 

L 
Laghutva-5 
Lakganà-51, 339 
Lavana-15 
Laukika-53 
Linga-37, 281 
Liüga-paràámarsa-37, 39, 279 

M 
Madhavacarya—Intro. XI 
Madhura-15 
Mahànasa-43 
Mahat-18 : 
Manas-3, 13, 14, 145 
Mandana-/ntro. XL 
Mangala-1, 69 
Max-Miller-ntro. IX, LII 
Mind-145-150 
Mithya-jfiana-56 
Moha-64 
Moksa-67 
Mrdutva-5 
Murtatva-11 © 

N 
Nigamana-38 
Nigraha-sthàna-64 
Nila-14 

{ Nimitta—26, 27, 209 

Nirnaya-64 
Nirvikalpa-29, 215 
Nisprakaraka-29 
Nisreyasa-64 
Nyàya-268,- Intro. XV 

© 


Odour-155 


P 
Padārtha-2, 73 
Pàka-17 
Paksa-43, 290 
Paksata-34, 240 
Paksadharmatà-34, 239 
Pafícavayava-262 
Paramanu-9, 121 
Paramanu-vada-121 
Paramatman-12 
Paramarsa-34, 234 
Parardha-18 
Parartha—37, 251 
Paratva-5, 19, 167 
Paratastva-55 
Parimàna-18 
Phala-64 
Pilupaka-17 
Pita-4 
Pitharapaka-17, 157 
Plato-Zntro. L 
Praci-12 
Pradhvamsa-6, 62 
Pragabhava-6, 92 
Pralaya-10, 121 
Prama-23 
Pramàna-64, 184 
Pramànya-S55, 350 
Prameya-64 . 
Pràna-9,.115 
Prasàrana-5, 60 


Prasastapàda-Intro. XXVII, 


XXXV 
Pratici-12 
Pratijfía-38, 39 
Pratiyogi-197 
Pratyabhijfía-22, 177 
Pratyaksa-29, 30, 183, 211 
Pratyasatti-214 
Prayatna—5, 58, 59, 361. 


J 


Index 


Prayojana-64, 70 
Prthivi-3, 6, 103 
Pretyabhàva-64 
Puritat-13, 148 
Pürvavat-262 
R 

Raghunatha-Intro. XLVI 
Raghunandana-intro. XLVI 
Raga-64 

Rajata-56 

Rákta-14 

Rasa-5, 15, 155 

Rasanà-8 

Reduction-271 

Ruüdhi-51, 338 

Rüpa-5, 151° 

Rapadi-19 

as 

Sabda-5; 21, 170, 330 
Sabda-jiiana-54, 347 
Sadhàrana-44 
Sakti-3, 50, 65, 333 
Samanya-2, 5, 68, 89-93 
Samavàya-2, 6, 61, 96-99 
Samavayi-26, 27, 28 
Samayikabhava-63 
Sarhsaya-56, 64 
Samskara-5, 59, 362 
Sarhyoga-5, 15, 18,31, 98, 164 
Samkaracarya—Intro. XXXVI, 

XXXVIII 

Sarhkara-misra-Intro. XIX 
Samgati-70 

Samjfià and Sarhjfii-49, 50 
Samkhya-5, 18, 159 
Samkhya-Jntro. XVIII. 
Samnidhi-52, 342 
Samnikarsa-31, 221 
Sapaksa-43, 223 
Saprakaraka-29 
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Sarira-6, 13, 105 
Satpratipaksa-44, 48, 84, 298 
Savikalpa-29, 215 
Savour-155 
Savyabhicara—44, 298 
Sesavat-254 
Sukla-14 
Siddhànta-64 
Sixth Contact-225 
Sivaditya-Intro. XLIII, XLIV . 
Sleep-148 
Smrti-21, 57, 176, 358 
Sneha—5, 20, 169 
Sopadhika-46 
Sound-170 
Sparsa—5, 16, 155 
Sridhará-Intro. XXXVIII, 
XL 

Sthànu-56 
Sthitisthapaka-59 i 
Subandhu-Intro. XXXVII 
Substance-77-80 
Sukha-5, 57, 360 
Sukti-56, 64 
Susumnà-149 
Suvarna-8 
Svartha-37, 251 
Svarüpasiddha-46 
Svatastva-55 
Svatva-65 
Syandana-20 

T 
Tamas-3, 4 
Tarka-36, 64, 71, 259, 356 
Tàtparya-5l 
Tejas-3, 8, 111 
Tikta-15 
Touch-155 
Tryanuka-9, 122, 123 
Tvac-9 


384 = Tarka-Sarigraha 


U Veda-54 
Uberweg-Intro. IX . Vega-59 
Udtharana-38, 39, 276 Vibhaga-5, 19, 166 
Udayanacarya-71, Intro. XLI Vibhutva-128 
Udbhüta-7 Vidhi-65 
Udici-11 Vidyut-8 
Undistributed middle-322,325 | Vipaksa-44, 290 
Upadana-13, 209 Viparyaya—56, 356 
Upadhi-46, 47, 310 Viruddha-44, 45, 206 
Upamàna-49, 327 Visesa-2, 6, 61, 93 
Upamiti-49 Visesana- Visesyabhàva-31, 33, 
Upanaya-38, 39 42, 225 
Utksepana-5, 60 Visaya-6, 70, 109 

y Vitanda-64 

: Vrtti-52 
Vacaspati-Intro. XXXVII Vyabhicara-jfana-38 
Vada-64 Vyafijana-51, 340 
oe 53 Vyaparavat-25, 29 

iKa- - 
Vallabhacarya—Intro. XLIII र FO 251 
Vardhamana-Intro. XLV Vyatireka-40 


Vaisesika guna or Visega guna-| yyavahra-22 
11, 59, 60 . Vyavartaka-61 


Vaisesika-Intro. XXXVI Y 
Vasudeva-Intro. XLVI Yoga-51 
"Vàkya-50, 53, 344 Yogarüdhi-51 
Varna-21, 54 Yogyatà-52, 342 
Vatsyayana—Intro. XXV, Z 

XXXVII. Zeller-Intro. XII, XVII 


Vayu-3, 9, 114-117 Zeno-Intro. L 
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